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ABSTRACT
Johnson, Kevin Lee. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. August 2012. Transition
and Legitimation in Egypt’s Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasties: A Study of the Reigns
of Siptah, Tausret, and Sethnakht. Major Professor: Dr. Peter J. Brand.
The transitional period between the Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasties is a
period in Egyptian history about which little is understood, as scant archaeological
evidence from this period survives to the present, certainly when compared to the
embarrass de richesses we find from the first half of the former dynasty. It is, however,
one of the more fascinating chapters of Egypt’s past, featuring Siptah, a young
handicapped king of uncertain royal background, Bay, a non-royal official, who wields
unprecedented power and ultimately seems to have paid the consequences for
overreaching, and culminating with Tausret, a female, one of only a handful of women to
rise to the throne in Egypt’s three thousand years of pharaonic history. Upon her death, a
man named Sethnakht, whose genealogical and occupational background remains a
mystery, ushers in a new dynasty. Given the limited amount of material we have for this
period, each surviving piece of the historical puzzle has increased importance and
meaning attributed to it as we attempt to gain insight into the latter part of this pivotal
epoch. How one interprets such evidence, therefore, can have a profound impact on the
reconstruction of events from this period.
It is the goal of this dissertation to critically examine the evidence (both old and
new) for the reigns of Siptah, Tausret, and Sethnakht in order to gain a better
understanding of this approximately ten-year span of time. Problems to be considered
include the genealogy of these individuals, the extent of foreign activity during their
respective reigns, chronological issues, and the myriad ways these monarchs attempted to
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present themselves as legitimate.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The details surrounding the transition between Egypt’s Nineteenth and Twentieth
Dynasties (ca. 1190 B.C.)1 fall into what has been a real gray area for Egyptologists, as
there is scant historical evidence on which to base a firm reconstruction of events.
Though the first part of the Nineteenth Dynasty flourished with such rulers as Seti I and
Ramesses II, the dynasty ended with a string of ephemeral rulers, the last of whom was
female. This in itself is highly irregular, as only three other women attained this position
in almost three thousand years of pharaonic history. Scholars generally agree that the
Twentieth Dynasty was a clear break from the Nineteenth, as the founder may have
lacked royal blood.2 The focus of this dissertation, therefore, is a study of the final two
rulers of the Nineteenth Dynasty, Siptah and Tausret, and the founder of the Twentieth,
Sethnakht, and the unusual circumstances that led each to the throne of Egypt.
It seems the long rule of Ramesses II (some 67 years) was in fact detrimental to
Egypt’s patrilineal passing of the throne, with the thirteenth son, an already-aged
Merenptah, coming to the throne at his father’s death. After Merneptah’s ten year reign,
Seti II came to his father’s throne, as was expected.3 However, at some point during his
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1

Dates used in this paper are largely modeled on those presented in Ian Shaw, ed., The
Oxford History of Ancient Egypt (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000) and Kenneth A.
Kitchen, “Regnal and Genealogical Data of Ancient Egypt (Absolute Chronology I): The
Historical Chronology of Ancient Egypt, a Current Assessment,” in The Synchronisation of
Civilisations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the Second Millennium B.C.: Proceedings of an
International Symposium at Schloss Haindorf, 15th–17th of November 1996 and at the Austrian
Academy, Vienna, 11th–12th of May 1998, ed. Manfred Bietak (Wien: Österreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2000), 41–44.
2

The possibilities for the lineage of Sethnakht, as well as Siptah and Tausret, are
explored in Chapter Two.
3

	
  

This particular historical reconstruction is in fact not completely settled, as there are

1

reign, a rival by the name of Amenmesse (whose exact relationship to Merenptah, and by
extension Seti II, is unknown) established a center of power in Upper Egypt for a short
length of time, ca. three years. Ultimately, Seti II managed to push aside Amenmesse,
reunited the country, and at his death was succeeded by Siptah, a person of uncertain
parentage whose accession leaves Egypt’s throne in the hands of a young boy guided by
Seti II’s widow and Great Royal Wife, Tausret, and an elusive non-royal official by the
name of Bay. The evidence for Siptah’s parentage is scarce at best, leaving open a
number of scenarios for his rise to power. After Siptah’s premature death, possibly
resulting from the effects of polio, Tausret claimed the throne for herself, a short reign at
the end of which began a new dynasty with no direct ties to the previous royal family. It
appears that Sethnakht, the first pharaoh of the Twentieth Dynasty, seized control of the
throne, possibly through military force, during the period following the death of Tausret.
Sethnakht’s relationship to the previous line of kings is unknown, which may be in part
why he makes a concerted effort to stress the rightful nature of his reign on one of his
most significant monuments.4 A later document, the Great Harris Papyrus, further seeks
to justify Sethnakht’s legitimacy by recounting how in fact he was chosen by the gods to

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
some who would see Amenmesse as succeeding Merenptah, only to be ousted from the throne at
some later date by Seti II. The notion that Amenmesse was a gegenkönig who seizes power in the
middle of Seti II’s reign, only later to be removed from the throne, has more support from the
surviving evidence and predominates in current scholastic circles. See Rolf Krauss, Das Ende
der Amarnazeit. Beiträge zur Geschichte und Chronologie des Neuen Reiches, HÄB, ed. Arne
Eggebrecht, 7 (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg Verlag, 1978), 203; idem, “Untersuchungen zu König
Amenmesse: Nachträge,” SAK 24 (1997): 161–84; Claude Vandersleyen, L’Égypte et la Vallée
du Nil, vol. 2, De la fin de l’Ancien Empire á la fin du Nouvel Empire (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1995), 575; Roy Winston Hopper, “A Study of the Monuments of
Amenmesse and Seti II: A Historical Inquiry,” (Ph.D. diss., The University of Memphis, 2010).
4

	
  

A Stela erected at Elephantine Island. KRI V, 671-672, §251 (13).

2

restore Egypt, a story recounted in the historical retrospect at the beginning of the
document.
Due in large part to this dearth of certain information, interpretative efforts
regarding this period have long challenged members of the academic community. While
some commentary appeared in the late Nineteenth Century, the earliest substantial work
attempting a tentative historical reconstruction of this period is The Tomb of Siphtah; The
Monkey Tomb and the Gold Tomb, edited by Theodore M. Davis and first appearing in
1908.5 In this work, Gaston Maspero sought to elucidate the “facts” pertaining to the
reigns of Siptah and Tausret as he believed the evidence warranted.6 For many decades,
no new major study of this period appeared in monograph form, though a number of
articles were published which dealt with various aspects of this period.7 The major
contributions during this time relate to the proper order of kings, with Siptah as successor
of Seti II rather than predecessor, Tausret following after both of these kings,8 and the
confirmation that Rameses-Siptah and Merenptah-Siptah were one and the same.9 In
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
5

Theodore M. Davis, ed., The Tomb of Siphtah; The Monkey Tomb and the Gold Tomb,
Theodore M. Davis’ Excavations: Bibân el Molûk (Westminster: Archibald Constable and
Company, 1908) Reprint, (London: Duckworth, 2001).
6

Gaston Maspero, “King Siphtah and Queen Tauosrît,” in The Tomb of Siphtah; The
Monkey Tomb and the Gold Tomb, ed. Theodore M. Davis, Theodore M. Davis’ Excavations:
Bibân el Molûk (Westminster: Archibald Constable and Company, 1908) Reprint, (London:
Duckworth, 2001), xiii-xxix.
7

The information in these articles is addressed throughout this dissertation.

8

Walter B. Emery, “The Order of Succession at the Close of the Nineteenth Dynasty,” in
Mélanges Maspero, vol. 1, part 1, Orient Ancien (Cairo: Institut Français d’Archéologie
Orientale, 1935-38), 353-56.
9

Alan Gardiner, “Only one King Siptah and Twosre not his Wife,” JEA 44 (1958): 1222. Maspero had made the claim that Ramesses-Siptah and Merenptah-Siptah were simply
variations of Siptah’s Nomen, though there was widespread disagreement about this issue until
Gardiner’s publication. See Maspero, “King Siphtah and Queen Tauosrît,” xiii.

	
  

3

1980, a new monograph finally appeared, Rosemarie Drenkhahn’s Die Elephantine-Stele
des Sethnacht und ihr historischer Hintergrund.10 Coming shortly after the discovery of
the Sethnakht stela at Aswan, this short work attempted to update the known historical
details of this period, from Siptah through the reign of Sethnakht, though the majority of
the study was devoted to a translation and discussion of the newly discovered stela.
Drenkhahn offered little new insight regarding the reigns of Siptah and Tausret, simply
updating where the scholastic consensus was at that time. Since its publication, however,
a number of new discoveries have significantly altered the interpretation of much of the
history pertaining to the late Nineteenth and early Twentieth Dynasties. The most recent
significant study of this period appeared in 2010, Aidan Dodson’s Poisoned Legacy, a
popular book which attempts to cover the reigns of Merenptah through that of
Sethnakht.11 He devotes roughly a chapter to each of these pharaohs, in which he
attempts to provide a historical sketch of their respective reigns and includes a discussion
of some of the more important sources and issues surrounding their interpretations. Due
to the wide scope of his study, Dodson only deals summarily with the broader concerns
from this period, foregoing an exhaustive examination due to the nature of the
publication.
This dissertation seeks build on the efforts of these scholars and to clarify this
approximately ten year period of Egyptian history, attempting, in part, to offer evidence
for the parentage of Siptah, shed light on the complex relationship that existed among
Siptah, Tausret, and Bay, and bring greater understanding of how and why the Nineteenth
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
10

Rosemarie Drenkhahn, Die Elephantine-Stele des Sethnacht und ihr historischer
Hintergrund. (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1980).
11

Aidan Dodson, Poisoned Legacy: The Decline and Fall of the Nineteenth Egyptian
Dynasty (Cairo: American University in Cairo, 2010).
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Dynasty gave way to the Twentieth. To do so, this work will undertake a detailed
analysis of the iconographic, epigraphic, and archaeological evidence from the reigns of
Siptah, Tausret, and Sethnakht. Additionally, administrative documents from Deir el
Medina will be utilized in the reconstruction of chronologies and to illuminate the
manner in which new rulers came to the throne. It is the purpose of this study to provide a
coherent account of what is known from this period of transition, to strip down the
accepted theories of how and why the Nineteenth Dynasty came to its end, and to verify
the veracity of academic assertions about the individuals discussed here in hopes of
providing the most accurate interpretation of this period as possible.
In Chapter Two, the known information about the lineages of the abovementioned kings is discussed, and the various possibilities for familial links are explored.
Alternative sources are considered as well, including an examination of information
derived from monumental and textual evidence, culminating in the most probable family
origins for each king.
Chapter Three is a study of the royal titularies of each king with the goal of
discerning what can be gleaned from the particular names chosen by each. This includes
a discussion of the notable alterations made to titularies over the course of a reign, as in
the case of Siptah, the blatantly imitative forms of Tausret’s titularies, and the militaristic
tone found in those of Sethnakht.
Chapter Four seeks to sort out the chronology of this period, which has thus far
been somewhat confused. Here an effort is made to ascertain the likeliest dates for
accession, death, and thus overall time span that each ruler occupied the throne, with
special emphasis on new archaeological evidence which impacts the lengths of both
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Tausret’s and Sethnakht’s reigns. The issue of whether or not the evidence allows for an
interregnum between the Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasties, as promoted by some
scholars, will also be considered.
Chapter Five discusses the evidence and nature for foreign activity during this
period. This includes archaeological evidence from areas of mining activity in the Sinai,
diplomatic correspondence with Syria-Palestine, and administrative interactions with
Nubia.
Chapter Six examines the deficiencies each of these three rulers had in regards to
their claim to the throne and analyzes the extent to which each sought to legitimate their
claims to the throne by means of their monumental, titular, and interpersonal
associations. Finally, in the conclusion, the various strands woven through each chapter
will be brought together to present as coherent a picture as possible of this little known
period of Egyptian history. This includes a look at the transition between the reigns of
each king and seeks to determine if in fact a change at the top necessarily implies
concomitant disruption and instability of Egypt’s administration.
A fresh look at this period of Egyptian history is sorely needed in order to sift
through the decades of academic interpretation and extrapolation which have long
clouded what we know of Siptah, Tausret, and Sethnakht’s reigns. By stripping away the
layers and beginning anew in our examination, we allow the most recent archaeological
evidence to form the foundation for a new understanding of this transitional period of
Egyptian history.
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CHAPTER 2
THE LINEAGE OF SIPTAH, TAUSRET, AND SETHNAKHT
This chapter will examine the complex and sparse evidence relating to the origins
of Siptah, Tausret, and Sethnakht. Each will be examined in turn, with a thorough
discussion and analysis of various theories as to their lineage and an examination of the
surviving archaeological evidence. It is the aim of this investigation to provide some
clues as to what claims, if any, these pharaohs had to the throne.
The Question of Siptah’s Parentage
One particularly obscure piece of the puzzle that was Siptah’s reign is the absence
of any direct evidence relating to the identity of his parents. Given the patrilineal nature
of the Egyptian monarchy,1 it is surprising indeed that Siptah’s father remains unknown,
that nothing has survived that tells us who this man was. Unlike the situation
surrounding Seti II, who is amply attested in the sources as being the son and designated
heir to Merenptah,2 there has thus far been no evidence discovered that would suggest
Siptah ever held the title of crown prince before he ascended to the throne.3 In addition,
there is no surviving evidence that Siptah ever claimed any individual, royal or otherwise,
as his father, a curious absence. Without any definitive indication as to the identity of
1

For generations it was thought that the throne in Egypt was passed through the female
line. Only through marriage with the appropriate royal female, identified by Egyptologists as the
“heiress,” could the prospective male (regardless of his royal pedigree) become king. However,
in recent decades this notion has been convincingly discredited. See Gay Robins, “A Critical
Examination of the Theory that the Right to the Throne of Ancient Egypt Passed Through the
Female Line in the 18th Dynasty,” GM 62 (1983): 67-77. Cf. idem, Women in Ancient Egypt
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993), 26-27.
2

Examples include KRI VII: 220 (BM EA68682) and KRI IV: 43 (JdE37481).

3

Royal sons who were not their father’s designated heir are seldom evidenced in the
monumental record. The notable exception is Ramesses II, who frequently depicts his many sons
on his temple walls.

7

Siptah’s father, this investigation will begin with an examination of the most obvious
choice and determine what, if any, evidence exists for a close familial relationship
between Siptah and his immediate predecessor, Seti II.
Seti II as Father of Siptah
Based on the surviving material from his reign, only one son of Seti II is known, a
certain Seti-Merenptah, who held the title s# njswt smsw, or “King’s Eldest Son.”4 The
sole source of evidence for this son comes from the Triple Bark Shrine of Seti II located
in the forecourt of Karnak Temple.5 In two of the three chapels—the western and eastern
ones dedicated to Mut and Khonsu respectively—Prince Seti-Merenptah is depicted
behind Seti II in various offering scenes. On the East wall of the chapel of Mut, the
prince stands directly behind his father offering to the bark of Mut.6 (Figure 1) On the
West wall of the chapel of Khonsu, a similar scene is depicted, with the bark of Khonsu
as the focal point of the offering.7 (Figure 2) The upper torso of the prince, including all

4

It has been suggested recently that Amenmesse might also be a son of Seti II, though
there is no direct evidence for this. For this view, see Dodson, Poisoned Legacy, 40-46.
5

PM II2 25-27 (25-41), plans 7 and 9[3]; Harold Hayden Nelson, Key Plans Showing
Locations of Theban Temple Decorations, The University of Chicago Oriental Institute
Publications vol. 56 (Chicago, The University of Chicago Press, 1941), pl. xii [8]; Cf. Henri
Chevrier and Étienne Drioton, Le temple reposoir de Séti II à Karnak (Cairo: SAE and
Imprimerie Nationale, 1940); Benoît Lurson, “L’étude du décor des temples pharaoniques par
dissociation: l’exemple de six scènes rituelles du temple reposoir de Séthi II à Karnak,” in
L’animal dans les civilisations orientales/Animals in the Oriental Civilizations, edited by
Christian Cannuyer, Denyse Frédéricq-Homès, Francine Mawet, Julien Ries, and Antoon
Schoors, (Bruxelles and Leuven: Société Belge d’Études Orientales/Belgisch Genootschap voor
Oosterse Studies/Belgian Society of Oriental Studies, 2001), 237-255.
6

PM II2 25 (29); Nelson, Key Plans, KA 4-5; KRI IV: 257 III:B, §14; RITA IV: 183
III:B, §14.
7

PM II2 26 (36); Nelson, Key Plans, KA 49; KRI IV: 258-259 IV:C-D, §14; RITA IV:
184-185 IV:C-D, §14.
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Figure 1. East wall of the chapel of Mut in the Triple Bark Shrine of Seti II depicting
prince Seti-Merenptah behind Seti II (Photo by Bill Petty).

Figure 2. West wall of the chapel of Khonsu in the Triple Bark Shrine of Seti II depicting
prince Seti-Merenptah behind Seti II (Photo by author).

9

of the head, has not survived, though his titles are still largely present. In the central
chapel dedicated to Amun, Seti II is twice depicted offering to the bark of Amun, and
behind the king stands a figure that has been entirely erased, leaving only a faint outline.8
(Figure 3) Given the parallels in the other two chapels, the images are most likely to be
those of Prince Seti-Merenptah, though it must be said that the reason for the erasure of

Figure 3. West wall of the chapel of Amun in the Triple Bark Shrine of Seti II with the
erased image behind Seti II (Photo by author).
these figures is enigmatic. Prince Seti-Merenptah is thought to have predeceased Seti II,
as he would naturally have been the choice to succeed his father rather than Siptah.9

8

PM II2 26 (32); Nelson, Key Plans, KA 23-24; KRI IV: 255, §14(F); RITA IV: 180,

§14(F).
9

Some years ago Frank Yurco proposed that “this prince, his titles, and name have been
carved secondarily over the texts and representation of the Chancellor Bay.” Ed. Wente,
“Genealogy of the Royal Family,” in An X-Ray Atlas of the Royal Mummies, ed. James E. Harris
and Edward F. Wente (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 147. This finding was later
backed by Kitchen. Cf. KRI IV: 257 nn. 8a-a, 12a, 15a-16a, 258 n. 11a-b, and 259 nn. 11a-b, 12a-b.
Depending on when this proposed alteration occurred, (i.e. during the reign of Seti II or later),

10

This then raises the question of whether Siptah could have been a secondary son
of Seti II. Though no evidence survives directly linking him to Seti II, the notion is still a
possibility. Siptah could very well have been the offspring of a minor wife of Seti II or
even a younger son of either Great Royal Wife (Takhat or Tausret), thus while not being
officially designated as heir, he would have had the greatest claim to the throne over
potential rivals. Alan Gardiner, among others, suggested that it might indeed be prudent
to consider the possibility that Siptah was the son of a Syrian concubine of Seti II’s,
though at the time he had no firm evidence to support his opinion.10 In fact, given that
Gardiner never specified his reasons for this hypothesis, his theory was really nothing
more than unfounded speculation.
Arguably the clearest evidence supporting Siptah as a scion of Seti II comes from
two inscriptions associated with the important official Bay. The first is a scene located at
the entrance to the Speos of Horemheb at Gebel el-Silsila where Bay is depicted behind
Siptah, and an accompanying inscription reads: “for the ka of the Great Superintendent of
the Seal of the entire land, who established the King in the place of his father; beloved of
his lord, Bay.”11 (Figures 4a and b) The inscription clearly indicates that Bay placed
Siptah on his father’s throne. A second similar inscription is found on a stele erected in
even the historicity of a Seti-Merenptah could be called into question. As Bay is not known to
have fallen out of favor until Siptah’s reign, according to this theory, the re-carving likely would
have occurred after the reign of Seti II, thus casting doubt on the predominant evidence for this
prince. Aidan Dodson has recently reaffirmed this idea, suggesting that Bay’s images and titles
were original to these three scenes, and that his appearance in the Bark Shrine is due to his
important role of restoring Seti II to his throne. See Aidan Dodson, Poisoned Legacy, 70-71. A
detailed analysis of these particular scenes in the Triple Bark Shrine and their implications for the
study of this period is presented in a later chapter.
10

11

Gardiner, JEA 44 (1958), 18.
PM V: 211 (38); KRI IV: 371, §4; RITA IV, 269, §7; LD III: 202a.
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Figures 4a and b. Rock stela of Bay and Siptah offering to Amun in the Speos of
Horemheb at Gebel el-Silsila (Photo by Peter Brand, drawing LD III: 202a).
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Aswan by the viceroy Seti near the ancient Shellal Road. (Figure 5) The stele depicts
Bay in a pose of adoration behind the seated figure of Siptah, and once again Bay claims
to be “the one who established the King <on> the seat of his father.”12 These claims
clearly indicate that Siptah’s father was in fact a king,13 and it could be posited that this
king was indeed Seti II.14 However, if Seti II had been Siptah’s father, it is difficult to
imagine the prominence of a figure such as Bay, or that his services as king-maker would
have been necessary had Siptah been the heir apparent to his father’s throne. Be that as it
may, it could be argued that the above scenario still might not preclude that Seti II was

Figure 5. Grafitto of Bay behind Siptah on the east side of the Ancient Shellal Road in
Aswan (LD III: 202c).
12

PM V: 245; KRI IV: 363-364, §4; RITA IV, 263, §4; LD III: 202c; LDT IV: 120 (7).

13

There would seem to be no reason to doubt that Siptah was the son of a king, as it
seems unlikely that fabricating such a claim on at least one very public monument would serve
any purpose if it were not true. However, it could be argued that the role Bay claims in Siptah’s
accession was greatly exaggerated in an effort to increase his own importance during the boy
king’s rule and perhaps serves as an example of an overreaching that could have contributed to
his later execution.
14

This was the view supported by Gardiner, JEA 44 (1958), 18 and later Egypt of the
Pharaohs: An Introduction (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961), 277.

13

Siptah’s father. As Lesko pointed out decades ago, the mere fact of Siptah being the
offspring of a secondary wife, his relative youth, and the prominence of a figure such as
Tausret might have been enough to necessitate some outside intervention in securing the
kingship even if Siptah could claim Seti II as father.15 Another possibility lies with the
notion that Siptah was a son of Seti II but was in fact a younger son, perhaps one of
many, and still disadvantaged in his claim to the throne as he would not have been raised
in the line of succession and thus would not have been groomed for the role. If Siptah
was one of many younger sons, this could lend added importance to Bay’s choice to back
him, young and handicapped as he was, for the throne over another, perhaps more
independent, candidate. Also, given the political instability present both earlier
(usurpation of the throne by Amenmesse) and later with the close of the dynasty, coupled
with the ephemeral reign of Seti II, the backing of a powerful official might indeed have
been necessary.
Second, there is evidence from the Twentieth Dynasty that would seem to infer
that there was in fact no close relation between Seti and Siptah, at least in the opinion of
this succeeding dynasty. This evidence is represented visually at Ramesses III’s
mortuary temple located at Medinet Habu. In the festival scenes of Min-kamutef located
in the second court on the north and east walls, are two scenes depicting statues of the

15

See Leonard H. Lesko, “A Little More Evidence for the End of the Nineteenth
Dynasty,” Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt 5 (1966), 31.

14

	
  

Figure 6. Procession of Kings at Medinet Habu. Rosellini, Monumenti dell’Egitto e della Nubia, vol. 3, plate LXXXV.
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royal ancestors being carried by priests.16 (Figure 6) The first depicts seven kings
arranged in two registers. The upper register depicts, from back to front, statuettes of the
kings Merenptah, Ramesses II, Sethnakht, and Ramesses III. The lower register depicts
statuettes of Seti II, Sethnakht, and Ramesses III, from back to front. The second scene is
just to the right of the aforementioned one, and it includes nine statuettes of former kings,
who from front to back are Ramesses III, Sethnakht, Seti II, Merenptah, Ramesses II, Seti
I, Ramesses I, Horemheb, and Amenhotep III.17 Unlike the first list, the second preserves
the proper chronological order of the kings, with the number set at nine, according to
Redford, due to longstanding tradition.18 What becomes readily apparent is that the kings
Amenmesse, Siptah, and Tausret have been completely ignored in both cases. It is as if
there is an intentional statement being made in these scenes, namely that the last
legitimate king of the Nineteenth Dynasty, according to the early Twentieth Dynasty, was
Seti II. Admittedly, these types of lists are often selective and abbreviated, including
only those kings with which the reigning monarch wished to be associated. However, the
choice to leave off the two direct predecessors of his father Sethnakht (Siptah and
16

Epigraphic Survey, Medinet Habu IV: Festival Scenes of Ramesses III, University of
Chicago Oriental Institute Publications, vol. 51 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1940), pl. 203. Cf. Donald B. Redford, Pharaonic King-Lists, Annals, and Day-Books: A
Contribution to the Study of the Egyptian Sense of History, SSEA Publication 4 (Mississauga,
Canada: Benben Publications, 1986), 36-37; Henri Gauthier, Les Fêtes du dieu Min, Recherches
d’archéologie, de philologie et d’histoire, vol. 2 (Cairo: Imprimerie de l’Institut Français
d’Archéologie Orientale, 1931), 204f; PM II2: 499-500 (96-98); KRI V: 209, §52(i); Nelson, Key
Plans, MHA 142-144, 146-148; Ippolito Rosellini, I monumenti dell’Egitto e della Nubia:
disegnati dalla Spedizione Scientifico-Letteraria Toscana in Egitto vol. 3, Monumenti del culto
(Pisa: Niccolò Capurro, 1844; reprint, Genève: Éditions de Belles-Lettres, 1977), pls. 75-77, 8586.
17

The Epigraphic Survey, Medinet Habu IV pl. 207; PM II2: 499-500 (96-98); KRI V:
209, §52(i).
18

Redford calls this the “cycle of nine kings” and discusses its significance in King-list
traditions in Redford, Pharaonic King-Lists, Annals, and Day-Books, 235-239.
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Tausret) must surely be deliberate, with the intent of designating their reigns as
“illegitimate.”19 One can easily see why Amenmesse would have been excluded from the
list, owing to his identification as a usurper, and Tausret’s omission is likely due to the
antithetical notion of a female king to the Egyptian worldview. However, the reasons for
Siptah’s exclusion from this parade of kings are less clear. It would be logical to assert
that Seti II’s legitimacy would have passed on to Siptah if in fact the former was Siptah’s
father, providing a clue that perhaps no such relationship existed.
Third, there is the matter of whether Siptah usurped monuments from Seti II.
Usurpations from an immediate predecessor could potentially indicate disdain for that
individual.20 There are a couple of items originally belonging to Seti II, originating in the
area of Memphis, which are thought to have been usurped by Siptah, and the first of these
is a block in the Cairo Museum (JdE 30174) which was inventoried in 1892 and was
described as bearing the Prenomen of Siptah over that of Seti II.21 The block is later
detailed in Porter and Moss, and here too it is stated to be a usurped monument, though

19

There are clear parallels to such a practice from the New Kingdom, specifically the
Nineteenth Dynasty. The Abydos King-list (KRI I: 178-179 III(c), §77) found in the memorial
temple of Seti I includes every king from the Eighteenth Dynasty (save for Hatshepsut) up until
Amenhotep III, and then skips to the reign of Horemheb. Also at Abydos, the memorial temple
of Ramesses II, though much damaged, includes the same list (KRI II: 539-541, §206) as that of
Seti I (with the addition of his own name), and omits the very same Eighteenth Dynasty kings,
with a gap between Amenhotep III and Horemheb. Two additional king-lists dating from the
reign of Ramesses II, that found with the Min Festival Scenes from the Ramesseum (KRI V: 209,
§52(i.)) and that from the tomb-chapel of the official Tjenroy from Saqqara (This portion of the
wall is now in the Cairo Museum, CGC 34516 A & B, KRI III: 481-482, §217 (3a); PM III2:
192.) also have a gap between Amenhotep III and Horemheb, and omit Hatshepsut as well.
Though these lists can at times be edited for space, there can be little doubt at the intent in these
particular omissions, namely the wish to erase these figures from the annals of Egyptian history.
20

See caution below concerning the significance that should be ascribed to usurpations.

21

“Inventaire des Objects ou Monuments Entrés dans les Collections du Musée de
Ghyzeh Pendant l’Année 1892,”Bulletin de l’Institut Égyptien 3rd series, no.3 (1892): 283.

17

more specific information is given, i.e. that the name Seti II has been changed to
Merenptah-Siptah, though, as will be seen below, they must surely mean that the
Prenomen of the aforementioned king was overcut with that of the latter.22 Later still,
Kitchen places the block under his catalog of Siptah’s monuments and from his drawing
indicates that the original cartouche was
superimposed upon the

and that the signs

and

were

sign.23 Based on these alterations, the cartouche would read

, which Kitchen renders wsr-[M#ot]-Ro [mrj]-Jmn stp-n-Ro.24 This exact
titulary is unknown and in fact requires supplying an additional two missing signs in
order to make it work. It could be possible that the intent was to create the titulary of Seti
II by changing a few signs. This could have been done by placing the signs
over the

and

, and this would read wsr-Xpr(w)-Ro stp-n-Ro. In this scenario, the sign

was mistakenly carved instead of

, and though not without problems, it seems

somewhat less forced than Kitchen’s solution. To further bolster this hypothesis, another
block which also hails from Memphis was discovered by Petrie near the Temple of Ptah
during his 1913 dig season,25 (Figure 7) and inscribed on the block is the Prenomen of

22

PM III2: 872.

23

KRI IV: 349, §13.

24

RITA IV: 252, §13.

25

Reginald Engelbach, Margaret A. Murray, Hilda Flinders Petrie, and William M.
Flinders Petrie, Riqqeh and Memphis VI, British School of Archaeology in Egypt and Egyptian
Research Account Nineteenth Year, 1913, no. 25 (London: British School of Archaeology in
Egypt, Bernard Quaritch, 1915), 33; PM III2: 850; RITA IV: 173, 248, §13.
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, with some damage at the end of the cartouche that does not affect

Siptah,

the reading of the signs.26 Modifications were later made to some of the signs, such as
the

sign being carved over the

addition of plural strokes,

sign, a

sign carved onto the

sign, and the

, which alters the Prenomen to that of Seti II, wsr-Xprw-Ro

stp-n-Ro. It seems likely that this was the effect the craftsman was aiming for in the case
of the Cairo block. Thus, based on Kitchen’s drawing, it seems logical that Siptah’s
Prenomen was original to JdE 30174, but later altered, possibly to that of Seti II, and
therefore would not be evidence of Siptah’s usurpation of Seti’s monuments, but rather of
an act of dishonor by a later ruler towards Siptah.

Figure 7. Block in the Cairo Museum (JdE 30174) with cartouche of Siptah overwritten
by that of Seti II. Engelbach et al., Riqqeh and Memphis VI, pl. 57:23.
The second possible evidence of Siptah having usurped monuments of Seti II is
yet another block, H 647, which also hails from Memphis and now resides in England at
the Bristol City Museum and Art Gallery.27 It has been described as a “column26

Engelbach et al., Riqqeh and Memphis VI, pl. 57:23.
Leslie V. Grinsell, Guide Catalogue to the Collections from Ancient Egypt (Bristol,
England: City Museum, 1972), 53.
27

19

fragment” inscribed with the names of both Seti II and Siptah.28 One of the cartouches is
, but the second cartouche, presumably

preserved, the Prenomen of Seti II,

the Nomen, is badly damaged, and only a few signs can be made out. According to a
detailed analysis of the remaining glyphs, including a thorough examination of the
museum’s research notes on this piece, Roy W. Hopper has concluded that there is no
evidence to support the notion that the second cartouche contained any variant of Siptah’s
Prenomen or Nomen.29 He points out that “there are traces of the n, p, and t signs of
[mrj].n-Pt[H] making the reconstructed Nomen

[ctxy mrj].n-Pt[H].”30

Having seen a reference photo of the column provided by Dr. Hopper, the present author
agrees with his findings, namely that no trace of Siptah’s name is to be found on the
fragment, and thus the original description of the piece is factually incorrect. At this
time, therefore, there is no solid evidence to support the notion that Siptah usurped any
monuments of Seti II.
Amenmesse as Father of Siptah
A second but somewhat more problematic candidate for Siptah’s father is Amenmesse, a
usurper during Seti II’s reign whose monuments were intentionally damaged upon his
demise. Siptah himself replaced Amenmesse’s cartouche with his own on two stela near

28

PM III2: 872.

29

Roy W. Hopper, "The Monuments of Amenmesse and Seti II,” 423-425.

30

Ibid., 423.
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the colonnade of the Seti I temple at Gournah,31 though he does not appear to do this to
the cartouches of Seti II.32 (Figure 8) It could be, however, that the erasure of

Figure 8. Right Stela of Amenmesse (usurped by Siptah) at the entrance to the Temple of
Seti I at Gournah (Photo by author).
31

See Ricardo A. Caminos, “Two Stelae in the Kurnah Temple of Sethos I,” in
Ägyptologische Studien, Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin Institut für
Orientforschung Veröffentlichung no. 29, ed. O. Firchow (Berlin: Akademie, 1955), 18-21, 2526, pls. A and B. Cf. PM II2: 409 (14-15); LD III: 201c; LDT III: 91-92; KRI IV: 195-197, §2;
RITA IV: 139-141, §2; Lesko, JARCE 5 (1966), 31; Alan R. Schulman, “Take for Yourself the
Sword,” in Essays in Egyptology in Honor of Hans Goedicke, ed. by Betsy M. Bryan and David
Lorton (San Antonio, Texas: Van Siclen Books, 1994), 276, 290, fig. 13; William Matthew
Flinders Petrie and J. H. Walker, Qurneh, British School of Archaeology in Egypt and Egyptian
Research Account Fifteenth Year, 1909, no. 16 (London: British School of Archaeology in Egypt,
Bernard Quaritch, 1909), 13, pl. 45; Henri Gauthier, Le livre des rois d’Egypt: Recueil de titres et
protocols Royaux, noms propres de rois, reines, princes et princesses, noms de pyramides et de
temples solaires, suivi d’un index alphabétique, vol. 3 De la XIXe à la XXIVe dynastie MMAF 19
(Cairo: Imprimerie de l’institut français d’archéologie orientale du Caire, 1914), 128.
32

See above discussion. Cf. Wente, An X-Ray Atlas of the Royal Mummies, 147.

21

Amenmesse’s cartouches were carried out prior to Siptah’s reign (i.e. by Seti II) and
left blank, only later to be re-carved by Siptah with his own royal name. Another theory,
postulated by Aldred, is that Siptah may have simply been re-consecrating Amenmesse’s
monuments by adding his own name in addition to that of Amenmesse.33 Seele points
out a number of instances when Seti I’s cartouches are usurped by Ramesses II, and this
was most certainly not due to any ill-will towards his father.34 In this same vein, Peter
Brand has recently discussed usurpation, particularly as it pertains to Ramesses II, and
has commented: “Surely Ramesses could not have borne ill-will toward so many royal
ancestors, including his own father and grandfather” and in regards to what his motive
might have been, Brand states it was to “acclaim his own authority as pharaoh over the
course of his extraordinarily long reign.”35 So, the act of usurpation itself need not imply
hostility, even if it does not rule it out completely. Furthermore, we must bear in mind
that both of these usurpations occur at one location and remain the only clear evidence of
any usurpations by Siptah of monuments belonging to Amenmesse. Such an isolated
occurrence need not necessarily be evidence of either re-consecration or defamation.

33

Cyril Aldred, “The Parentage of King Siptah,” JEA 49 (1963), 47. In n. 6 he says:
“The stelae of Amenmesse in the temple of Sethos I at Qurna have been only partly usurped by
Siptah, since the names of the former king have been left intact in places, though also tampered
with by a later ruler.”
34

Keith C. Seele, The Coregency of Ramesses II with Seti I and the Date of the Great
Hypostyle Hall at Karnak, Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization, no. 19 (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1940), 9-10.
35

Peter J. Brand, The Monuments of Seti I: Epigraphic, Historical, and Art Historical
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Another marker identifying a possible relationship between the two is the fact that
both Siptah and Amenmesse may share an affiliation with Khebit (Buto).36 On one of the
aforementioned stelae at Gournah, Amenmesse is described as one “whom Isis nursed in
Chemmis (Khebit) to be Ruler of all that the sun-disc encircles."37 By usurping this stela
and leaving the Horus name intact, Siptah may be indicating an affiliation with this Horus
name, although it is likely that this longer component went unchanged simply due to
expediency. The only other occasion in which Siptah may have incorporated the epithet
XA m Hbjt, “appearing in Khebit,”38 into his Horus name is on a small naos made of
bronze which was originally housed in the British Museum but whose whereabouts are
presently unknown.39 Even this example is troublesome, however, as the Prenomen
preserved was said to be Akhre and not Akhenre, and with the object now missing, there
is simply no way to carefully check the inscription.40 Given the nature of these
inscriptions, it is difficult to make any conclusions as to the intentionality of any
association between Siptah and this particular Horus name, and by extension, Siptah and
Amenmesse. Indeed, the connection of these two kings to Khebit at most may imply a
common point of origin or could also simply be an ideological statement linking each
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king to Horus.41 It seems more likely, however, that Siptah’s association with this Horus
name is mere happenstance and thus devoid of any deeper genealogical meaning.
It could also be argued that the festival scenes of Min-kamutef at Medinet Habu42
(discussed above) provide strong evidence for an affiliation between Siptah and
Amenmesse. Both of these kings are omitted from this list, as is Tausret, though it has
been demonstrated above that the reasons for their respective omissions are distinctive.
A familial tie between Amenmesse and Siptah is, of course, possible, but it must be
remembered that Amenmesse’s role as a usurper earned him the fate of damnatio
memoriae. Siptah’s snub may well be due to his association with Bay and Tausret rather
than any relationship with Amenmesse, so that he would be left out of the festival scenes
for completely different reasons.
One central piece of evidence for claiming Amenmesse as the father of
Siptah is a limestone statue, Glyptothek No. 122, presently located in the Staatliche
Sammlung Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich.43 The statue was purchased in 1912 and
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though damaged still maintains enough of its original condition to show a headless young
monarch holding his royal emblems perched upon the lap of a figure seated on a throne.
The enthroned figure has been almost completely excised save for the remains of an arm
placed on the back of the boy and slight contours of the left leg before the throne.44 All
of the inscriptions on the monument have been completely hacked out except for a line of
text contained on the kilt of the young king. Originally this inscription was thought to
contain the name of Akhenaten, and the provenance for the statue was determined to be
Amarna, though after cleaning the statue, von Beckerath discovered that the band of text
actually read

, which is the Prenomen of Siptah, #X-n-Ro stp-n-Ro, and the

second cartouche, although only the
reconstructed

and

signs remain, can plausibly be

, Mrj-n-PtH c#-PtH.45 The larger question of the piece, then,

is on whose lap is young Siptah seated? Because of the meticulous nature in which the
enthroned figure was destroyed, it is exceedingly difficult to determine. Aldred seems
certain that the figure must be Amenmesse, further cementing in his mind this figure as
Siptah’s father. He reaches this conclusion based on the sex of the now obliterated larger
figure who “is clearly shown wearing man’s apparel.”46 One wonders what exactly
Aldred was able to make out, as the present author can see nothing to give a definitive
answer as to the sex of the figure, other than the fact that it is enthroned. Certainly there
Grimm, Sylvia Schoske, and Dietrich Wildung (München: Klinckhardt und Biermann, 1997), 97
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is nothing that remains of the clothing to suggest the sex of the figure. In fact, the only
part of the larger figure that can be made out is the left leg, which though only partially
preserved, seems more likely to be feminine based on its curvilinear form. Aldred’s
conclusion that this figure is male is therefore founded on assumptions made from the
presence of the throne and the non-existent clothing, an assumption that leads him to
conclude that the usurper Amenmesse would be a prime candidate to have his image
obliterated.47 Aldred supposed Siptah’s motive for commissioning such a statue was to
“rehabilitate [Amenmesse] by emphasizing their relationship.”48 Recently, Aidan
Dodson has taken up this viewpoint as well, seeing Amenmesse as “the only credible
candidate,” concluding that only this king would elicit such aversion in Siptah’s
successors.49 However, what these authors neglect to mention is that there are no other
examples of a king sitting on the lap of his enthroned father-king, nor is there any other
evidence for this so-called rehabilitation of Amenmesse. Furthermore, Siptah would be
sitting on the lap of a king who had already died! These facts strongly suggest that the
identify of the seated figure is not Amenmesse at all, but one of a number of other
possibilities, as suggested by several scholars.
There is compelling evidence to suggest that the enthroned figure might in fact be
Tausret. Beckerath was the first to publish a study on this statue, and this was his
conclusion.50 He considered only two candidates for the destroyed figure, Bay and
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Tausret, and he ruled out Bay because he found it implausible that a mere official would
be depicted seated on a throne, rather than the expected chair or stool.51 Having already
called into question Aldred’s dogmatic identification of the figure as a male, this author
thinks there are significant strands of evidence that lend credence to identifying the
enthroned figure as Tausret. First, given Tausret’s role as Queen regent and Siptah’s
young age, this statue could represent the political reality in three-dimensional form. The
symbiotic relationship of Siptah, Tausret, and Bay is evident from numerous sources (to
be discussed later), and Tausret is much more likely to be enthroned given her royal
pedigree. Second, there are parallels for such representations of young kings seated on
the laps of females. In the Brooklyn Museum of Art there is an Egyptian alabaster statue
(39.119) of the young Sixth Dynasty king Pepi II seated on the lap of his enthroned
mother Ankh-nes-meryre II.52 Pepi II is known to have ascended to the throne at the age
of six, and thus, like Siptah, required the services of a regent until he came of age. The
features of this statue bear many resemblances to the one in Munich, and indeed their
function may be similar. Catharine Roehrig has posited the notion that Ankh-nes-meryre
II’s pose “is meant to reflect her position as regent rather than mother of the king.”53
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Might this also be the role that Tausret is shown playing in the Munich statue?54
Admittedly, such a distinction is in no way certain, but this view is compelling.
An additional motif depicted in royal art is that of the young king seated on the
lap of a goddess. New Kingdom examples of this can be seen at Mit Rahineh where a
chapel dedicated to the god Ptah was erected by Seti I.55 In the chapel, three limestone
statues were established, the central figure that of Ptah who is flanked on his left and
right by two goddesses, Mn-nfr and Vsmt respectively.56 On the laps of each goddess sits
the young Seti I, in identical fashion, holding a scepter in his right hand. As Seti was an
adult by the time he came to the throne, his representation as a youth is probably meant to
evoke the dependence of Seti upon these goddesses. This representation is also found in
reliefs located in the same chapel and in reliefs at Abydos,57 including one depiction
found just past the Inner Hypostyle Hall of Seti’s temple that shows the young king
seated on the lap of an enthroned goddess Isis.58 (Figure 8) This is perhaps the most
common of the king-with-goddess motifs given that Isis was the mother of Horus and that
Seti was symbolically in the role of “Horus” as pharaoh, thus she takes on this role of
nurturer for the king as well.
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Figure 9. Seti I seated on the lap of an enthroned Isis at The Temple of Abydos (Photo by
author).
A third common motif involves a young king seated on the lap of either a nurse or
a tutor. Two examples involving a king and his nurse can be seen in tombs at Thebes and
Saqqara. In the tomb of Kenamun (TT 93), the Chief Steward of Amenhotep II, there is a
scene of a young Amenhotep II seated on the lap of his Royal Nurse, Amenemopet, the
mother of Kenamun, who is seated on a “block-like” throne.59 The throne in which the
nurse is seated and the canopy which is above her are, according to Roehrig, “features
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reminiscent of the common scene showing the enthroned king in the kiosk.”60
Amenhotep II is wearing his kingly regalia, including his blue Khepresh crown, and he
sits facing Amenemopet holding strings attached to the necks of nine foreign captives
serving as his footstool. Though the king was an adult at the time this scene was painted,
its inclusion within the tomb is to indicate the special relationship shared by Kenamun
and Amenhotep II, that is that each were nursed by the same woman, and to indicate the
important role played by Amenemopet in the early years of the king’s life. In the second
example from Saqqara (Tomb Bubasteion 1.20), the young king Tutankhamun is shown
in relief seated on the lap of his royal nurse Maïa.61
The earliest example of this motif in three dimensions is the sandstone statue (JdE
56264) of the Royal Nurse Sitre with the female king Hatshepsut seated on her lap, found
at Deir el-Bahri.62 Once again, though shown in miniature, the seated king is shown with
all the trappings of kingship. This is in spite of the fact that Hatshepsut did not take royal
titles until after the death of her husband Thutmosis II, long after her nursing days had
ceased. It is likely that Hatshepsut commissioned this statue herself, given the fact that
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Sitre may very well have been deceased by the time Hatshepsut became king. Regarding
the statue, Roehrig has noted that it is the first instance of a non-royal depicted in such
close contact with a royal figure, and she concludes that “its size and placement
demonstrate the esteem in which Sitre was held, even after her nursling was fully grown
and had become ruler of Egypt.”63
Very closely related to the pose of a seated nurse holding a royal child is that of a
tutor with a royal child. The earliest example of a seated tutor holding a royal child is
found in the tomb of Paheri at El Kab. Here on the west wall is a scene of the young son
of Thutmosis I, Wadjmes, seated on the lap of Paheri, his tutor.64 (Figure 10) Similarly, a
statue dating to the reign of Hatshepsut, currently in the British Museum (BM 174),
shows the very important official Senenmut holding Neferure, Hatshepsut’s daughter.
The pose of this statue is slightly different, as the royal child is embraced from behind,
with both figures facing forward. The particularly close embrace likely suggests the role
of Senenmut as guardian of his royal charge.65
If the destroyed figure from Glyptothek No. 122 is in fact meant to portray
Siptah’s tutor, then the identity of the individual would without question be Chancellor
Bay. As mentioned above, he does in fact claim to have been responsible for Siptah’s
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Figure 10. Paheri in his role as Royal Tutor with young prince Wadjmes, Tomb of Paheri
at El Kab (Photo by author).
enthronement, and he most certainly played a significant advisory role during this king’s
short reign. Despite Beckerath’s dismissal of Bay as an option for this statue, others have
seen him as a more promising candidate. Drenkhahn, believing the figure to be male,
proposes that Bay is the ideal choice given his unusual relationship with Siptah.66
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Anthony Spalinger agrees with Drenkhahn’s assessment, believing the statue to be
propaganda used by Bay for his own advancement and going so far as to credit Sethnakht
with the statue’s desecration.67 Andrea Gnirs proposes that given Bay’s presumptuous
and flagrant disregard for the royal prerogative (tomb in the Valley of the Kings and the
presence of his name in foundation deposits of Siptah’s mortuary temple), it would not be
unlikely for Bay to be depicted enthroned with the young Siptah on his lap.68 However,
despite Bay’s unprecedented status for a commoner, it would still seem somewhat
unlikely, though not improbable, that a non-royal would be depicted as seated on a
throne.69 As can be seen in the above example of the nurse Amenemopet, however, nonroyals are occasionally depicted seated on a throne. Since the known aspects of Bay’s
career contain numerous elements that fall outside of the realm of what would be
expected for a non-royal official, the notion of him being shown seated on a throne
becomes only one of many oddities.
Though it cannot be stated with absolute certainty, there is considerable evidence
that the destroyed figure is indeed Tausret. Her probable influence in aiding Siptah’s rise
to the throne, her significant position throughout his reign, and her royal pedigree (by
marriage) make her an ideal candidate. In addition, the many artistic parallels for this
scene (discussed above) involving young kings seated upon the laps of females playing
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various roles also makes the identification of the figure as Tausret the most likely. One
wonders if Tausret’s depiction here might be representative of the roles of all of the
aforementioned, i.e. goddess, regent, mother, and nurse. Many years ago, Gardiner
discussed an offering scene from Tausret’s tomb in which Siptah is depicted presenting
Maat to the goddess Isis, with accompanying text which reads: “I give you the lifespan of
Re, the years of [Atum].”70 Reflecting on this image Gardiner states: “I cannot help
asking myself whether Isis here does not symbolize [Tausret] in the act of bestowing the
kingship on her step-son Siptah.”71 It might not be too much of a leap to see this piece
functioning in much the same way, a representation in statuary of Tausret’s influence on
the reign of Siptah.
Merenptah as Father of Siptah
The final candidate for Siptah’s father is Merenptah, though this option is also not
without its share of problems. Although this would certainly make Siptah a king’s son,
he would not be in the direct line to the throne, but rather the son of the preceding king.72
He would therefore, in this scenario, be at least a half-brother to Seti II. The largest
obstacle for Merenptah being a candidate for Siptah’s father is that of basic mathematics.
If Siptah’s mummy is indeed No. 61080 in the Cairo Museum, then at the time of his
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death he would have been in his late teens or early twenties.73 (Figure 11) This would
mean that Merenptah would have had to sire him in very old age.74 There is no reason to
preclude this solution, and in fact it would likely explain the necessity of arrangements
with an important official such as Bay in securing the throne. Also, there could be some
attempt at validating this option in Siptah’s decision to change his Nomen from
Ramesses-Siptah to Merenptah-Siptah. Might this indicate an acknowledgment of
fatherhood?
Clearly, the question of the identity of Siptah’s father is one that is not easily
answered. Although several candidates have been put forth over the years, the number of
difficulties in each case make it impossible to say definitively which one of these three
was in fact the father of Siptah. It does seem to the present author that the candidate with
the fewest obstacles seems to be Merenptah. Though this is far from a glowing
endorsement and highly speculative, it would help to explain some of Siptah’s difficulties
with securing the throne, and would also shed some light on the change of Nomen to
Merenptah-Siptah.
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Figure 11. Mummy of Siptah with detail of foreshortened leg, in the Cairo Museum (CG
61080, JdE 34563). G. Elliot Smith, The Royal Mummies, pl. LXII.
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Mother of Siptah
As to the identity of Siptah’s mother, three possibilities have been put forward,
though like the identity of his father they each have their own set of problems. The first
candidate is a woman named Tiaa. Some fragments of her burial equipment were found
in Siptah’s tomb (KV 47), among them part of what appears to be a wooden adze (JdE
38778)75 and pieces of a canopic chest.76 These items are all inscribed, and the adze
bears the intriguing inscription, inlaid in blue, “King’s Mother.” The canopic fragments
also identify this same Tiaa as “King’s Wife.” As Siptah is not known to have married
(see below), Tiaa became the likely candidate for the king’s mother, she being married to
an unidentified king. Aldred, having already concluded that Amenmesse was the father
of Siptah, thus identified Tiaa as wife of Amenmesse.77 Tiaa is not an unusual Egyptian
name, and in fact was also the name of the Eighteenth Dynasty queen of Amenhotep II
and mother of Thutmosis IV. It was suggested by Kitchen, among others, that these
objects might be intrusive to the burial goods originally in KV 47, though he does not
propose that they belong to the Eighteenth Dynasty queen of the same name, but rather
suggests that they were from a later burial, possibly in the Twentieth Dynasty.78 In
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regards to the canopic fragments, Hayes has insisted that “both the style and the finding
place of the canopic chest make it impossible that it could have belonged to the
Eighteenth Dynasty queen.”79 He most likely was assuming that any burial goods
pertaining to this particular queen would have been placed in the tomb of either her
husband Amenhotep II (KV 35) or her son Thutmosis IV (KV 43), neither of which are in
close proximity to the tomb of Siptah.80 However, his difficulty with at least the findspot
of the canopic chest have now been overcome due to recent excavations in KV 32 by the
Mission Siptah-Ramesses X of the University of Basel.81 Their excavations revealed that
KV 32 in fact belonged to Queen Tiaa, wife of Amenhotep II, and that an abandoned side
passage in the corridor of KV 47, just before and to the left of the burial chamber, had
intruded into a side chamber of KV 32.82 The intersection of these two tombs, therefore,
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makes it much more likely that the materials found in KV 47 bearing the name Tiaa are
actually intrusive pieces from the neighboring tomb of the Eighteenth Dynasty queen
rather than part of Siptah’s burial goods.83 Based on these findings, the Director of the
Mission Siptah-Ramesses X, Thomas Schneider, has concluded: “Eine Tiaa kann daher
als Mutter des Siptah nicht mehr in Anspruch genommen werden.”84
The second possibility for mother of Siptah came to light in a relief whose
supposed provenance is Qantir and which was acquired in 1970 by the Louvre, E.
26901.85 The relief depicts a prince with his mother standing directly behind him, both in
poses of adoration, with accompanying inscriptions which read: s# njswt Ro-ms-sw c#-PtH
mwt=f Hmt njswt cw-tr-ry , “King’s son, Rameses-Siptah, his mother, King’s wife
Suterery.” The name Suterery is unusual, and it has been proposed that the name is nonEgyptian, indicating that she was a foreigner, possibly of Syrian descent.86 The foreign
nature of this name has been demonstrated convincingly by Schneider and will not
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concern us here.87 What is at issue is the identity of this queen. This is, unfortunately,
very difficult to ascertain, as at present she is only known from this monument. Her
identity is directly tied to that of the Ramesses-Siptah who appears with her on the relief,
and those who equate the prince Ramesses-Siptah on this relief with the King Siptah see
this relief as unassailable proof of the identity of this king’s mother, as is demonstrated
by R. Drenkhahn’s bold statement: “Mit diesem Relief ist endlich der Nachweis erbracht,
daß Siptahs Mutter eine ausländische Nebenfrau war.”88 G. Callender has recently
affirmed the conclusion Suterery was Siptah’s mother.89 However, the equation of the
prince on the relief with the king of the same name is far from certain. First, it is known
that Ramesses II had a son named Siptah,90 whose name appears at the Temple of Seti I at
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Abydos,91 on an ostracon in the Cairo Museum (JdE 72503),92 and a shawabti in the
Louvre (E 3078).93 With this in mind, it is no great leap to consider the possibility that
this son also had a longer variant of this name, Ramesses-Siptah,94 meaning that the
Ramesses-Siptah depicted in this particular relief may not necessarily be the King Siptah
of the late Nineteenth Dynasty. Kitchen supports this view, and proposes that the
Ramesses-Siptah in this relief is the son of Ramesses II known as Siptah from the above
references.95 This supposition hinges on the association of other known items belonging
to a Ramesses-Siptah with the Siptah of the late Nineteenth Dynasty.
Siptah’s complete Nomen at the beginning of his reign was Ramesses-Siptah, as
can be seen on a stela located at the north terrace of the Great Temple at Abu Simbel.96
The inscription details the appointment of a man named Seti to the position of Viceroy of
Nubia, and this act is dated to Siptah’s regnal year one. There are no dated inscriptions
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for Siptah’s regnal year two, but by his third regnal year, the Nomen has been changed to
Merenptah-Siptah. The possible reasons for this are discussed below, but for now it is
enough to state that at least for his first year of rule, and possibly as a royal prince (it is
after all a birth name), Siptah was commonly known as Ramesses-Siptah. Besides E
26901, there are two additional artifacts that bear the name of a King’s son, RamesesSiptah. The first of these objects is a quartzite block statue in the collection of the Louvre
(E 25413)97 whose provenance is thought to be Hermopolis based on the inscriptions
adorning the statue, which include dedications to the gods Thoth, Shepsy, and Nehmet‘away, deities which are associated with this location.98 The statue depicts prince
Ramesses-Siptah as a youth, indicated by the long sidelock. More importantly, it
includes a depiction of Seti I seated before an offering table alongside his Prenomen and
Nomen on the viewer’s right side of the statue, and a matching scene featuring Ramesses
II on the viewer’s left side of the statue. It would seem likely that these scenes pay
tribute to his immediate lineage, i.e. his grandfather and father respectively. Why, if this
statue in fact belonged to the King Siptah, would he choose these distant ancestors to
honor, when as a royal prince the likely recipient of deference should at least include the
sitting king at the time, namely his father? This apparent obstacle to equating the Siptah
on this statue with the King Siptah is easily overcome for Vandier, as he considers the
low quality of the statue a clear indicator that it could not have come from the time of
97
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Ramesses II.99 This leads him to conclude that the statue would be better placed at the
end of the Nineteenth Dynasty, thus cementing in his mind its association with King
Siptah.100 But as Fisher has recently pointed out, inferior workmanship on royal
monuments is also to be found during the reign of Ramesses II,101 so quality alone should
not dictate this monument’s dating and subsequent identification.
The second artifact which bears the name of a “King’s son Ramesses-Siptah” is
from the Florence Museum, Papyrus Florence 27, a copy of the Book of the Dead.102 The
provenance of this item is unknown, but its association with King Siptah has been
doubted, most notably by Gardiner and Kitchen, though it has been defended by
Vandier.103 The reason for the hesitancy to assign this papyrus to the King Siptah is its
connection to both E 26901 and E 25413, as collectively these are the only items known
belonging to a “King’s son Ramesses-Siptah.” Also, as this artifact is a funerary item
meant to accompany the person into the next world, surely if the owner of this papyrus
were to be associated with King Siptah it would bear the Nomen that he used throughout
the majority of his reign, i.e. Merenptah-Siptah.
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Based on these three items, what conclusions can be drawn concerning the
identity of the “King’s son Ramesses-Siptah”? Although it remains a possibility that this
individual could indeed be the future King Siptah, the preponderance of evidence would
seem to tilt slightly in favor of the prince being the offspring of an earlier Nineteenth
Dynasty king, either a son or grandson of Ramesses II.104 It is true that thus far, the
processions of princes provide the most direct association between Ramesses II and a son
including the element “Siptah.” It must be stated, however, that none of these examples
also included an additional name preceding it, though it remains possible that this prince
sometimes also used the longer name Ramesses-Siptah.105 Nevertheless, the equation of
the prince Siptah and prince Ramesses-Siptah is not necessary to sustain the above
conclusion. The prince known as Siptah could be a separate individual from the prince
Ramesses-Siptah, and still both could be associated with the early-mid Nineteenth
Dynasty. Ultimately, it is certainly possible that the Ramesses-Siptah mentioned on these
three objects is in fact the same individual who later becomes pharaoh, although based on
the evidence presented above, it remains somewhat doubtful to the present author.

104

The term s# njswt, “king’s son,” is not limited in application to a son but can also refer
to a grandson. Cf. Gay Robins, “The Relationships Specified by Egyptian Kinship Terms of the
Middle and New Kingdoms,” Chronique d’Égypte: Bulletin périodique de la Fondation
Égyptologique Reine Élisabeth 54/108 (1979), 201.
105

There are a number of individuals holding the title of s# njswt during the reign of
Ramesses II who have “Ramesses” as the first part of their name. These are included in Fisher,
The sons of Ramesses II, and are: Ramesses-Merenre, vol. I 118 (K), vol. II 179 (21); RamessesMeretmire, vol. I 119 (M), vol. II, 183 (31); Ramesses-Userkhepesh, vol. I 119 (M), vol. II 183
(32); Ramesses-Meryseth, vol. I 119 (N), vol. II 183 (33); Ramesses-Sikhepri, vol. I 119 (O), vol.
II 185 (34); Ramesses-Merymaat, vol. I 119 (O), vol. II 185 (35); Ramesses-Paiotnuter, vol. I 119
(O), vol. II 187 (47); Ramesses-Maatptah, vol. I 119 (P), vol. II 187 (48); and RamessesUserpehty, vol. I 120 (Q), vol. II 188 (49). Most of these are attested in the sources only once or
twice, but it is of note that those with multiple attestations never use a shortened version of their
names without the “Ramesses” element.

44

Finally, it has been proposed that Tausret was the mother of Siptah,106 though this
is by far the least likely of the three options, as she is not once called a “king’s mother,”
and given her role as regent, she surely would have stressed this fact upon Siptah’s
accession and throughout his subsequent rule. Thus, as for the identity of Siptah’s
mother, we have at this point only one feasible possibility, that of Suterery, and even this
is far from conclusive.
Wife of Siptah
Though there has thus far been found no evidence to suggest Siptah was married,
the possibility must not be ruled out due to lack of evidence. First, the dearth of
monumental and inscriptional material dating from Siptah’s reign inhibits a definitive
answer to this question. Second, the wives of kings are seldom known from the New
Kingdom unless they have produced an heir to the throne. This can be seen clearly in the
case of Queen Tiye-Merenesse, wife of Sethnakht and mother of Ramesses III. It appears
that the only attestations of this queen date not from Sethnakht’s reign but from the reign
of her son, Ramesses III.107 Two further examples come from the beginning of the
Nineteenth Dynasty. Evidence for the Great Royal Wife of Ramesses I, Sitre, comes
from the reign of her son, Seti I, most prominently in the latter’s mortuary temple at
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Abydos.108 The Great Royal Wife of Seti I, Tuya, likewise is known only from
monumental evidence dating from her son’s reign, Ramesses II.109 The notable exception
in the Nineteenth Dynasty is the reign of Ramesses II, and the frequent appearance of his
most senior wives’ names on many of his monuments. The only two individuals who
have been put forth as possibilities for Siptah’s queen are Tausret and Qedemerut, a
supposed daughter of Seti II.110 Tausret was an early choice, but has since been ruled
out.111 Qedemerut is little known in the archaeological record, and her choice as wife of
Siptah presumes that 1.) she lived into the reign of Siptah, and 2.) that Siptah felt the need
to marry his predecessor’s daughter (and possibly his own half sister) to secure the
throne. Given the need for the services of both Tausret and Bay, this union likely did not
take place.
Lineage of Tausret
Simply put, there is no firm evidence as to the identity of Tausret’s parents.
Although it is commonly thought that Tausret was a granddaughter of Ramesses II,112 at
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no time does she mention her parents, and even more telling, she never claims to be a
“king’s daughter,” “king’s sister,” or even “king’s mother.”113 We know nothing of her
until Seti II’s second regnal year when she is described as the “Great Royal Wife” of Seti
II.114 It is plausible that she was distantly related to a previous king, possibly either
Ramesses II or Merenptah. Her imitation, and in some cases wholesale appropriation, of
the titles of Ramesses II (discussed later) could suggest a possible familial link, though it
could just as easily indicate a desire to be associated with the most successful of her
immediate predecessors. It has been argued that Tausret’s eventual enthronement is
positive evidence for her royal pedigree, as “it is difficult to see the ancient Egyptians
accepting someone who was a commoner queen as a ruler, even if they were prepared in
the past to accept a commoner queen as a regent.”115 The force of this particular
argument can be somewhat dissipated by the fact that Tausret had been both a king’s
“Great Royal Wife” and Queen Regent with almost unprecedented status, and with such
113
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credentials, along with sheer personality, might have still attained the throne as a nonroyal. Though the latter is conceivable, it would seem that the most likely scenario is to
see Tausret as royalty, though not descended through the main royal line, but rather
coming from a collateral branch of the royal family. Until further evidence is uncovered,
however, any attempt to dogmatically assert an identification that is more precise than
that presented above is sheer folly.
Lineage of Sethnakht
There is not a great deal that can be said about the family of Sethnakht. Before
his appearance as king, we have no monumental or inscriptional evidence for Sethnakht,
so his previous occupation and titles are a mystery. That Sethnakht was not of the direct
line of the late Nineteenth Dynasty kings seems apparent in the circumstances
surrounding his rise to power. First, he never refers to his parents on his monuments. If
he had a solid claim to the throne based on familial relations, one would expect him to
boast accordingly.116 In his Elephantine stela, Sethnakht describes how Re “extended his
arm and chose His Majesty, l.p.h., out of millions, setting aside the hundreds of thousands
who were in front of him…[in order to restore?] the land of [Egypt(?)].”117 An additional
116
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text in a similar vein is found in the Great Harris Papyrus in the historical prologue.
Composed during the reign of Sethnakht’s grandson Ramesses IV, it parallels the
situation described in the stela at Elephantine, in which the time preceding Sethnakht’s
kingship is characterized as a time of lawlessness. The gods subsequently choose
Sethnakht to restore order, and thus with his accession ends the period of chaos. These
descriptions of divine appointment do not seem like glowing endorsements of the
pedigree of Sethnakht, and this lacking in his lineage might therefore be the reason
behind his creation of such propaganda.118 Of course one might also read between the
lines here and see Sethnakht as being chosen from among many competing individuals
making claims to the throne, i.e. numerous direct descendants of Ramesses II’s many
sons. The wife of Sethnakht is known from a stela originally set up at the Temple of
Osiris at Abydos, now located in the Cairo Museum (JdE 20395).119 The stela was
erected during the reign of Ramesses III and depicts Meresyotef, a priest of the nowdeified Sethnakht, presenting offerings to the deceased king and accompanied by his
“Great Royal Wife and King’s Mother” Tiy-Merenese. If the lineage of this queen could
be traced, then it might possibly shed some light on Sethnakht’s origins. Peter Kaplony
has proposed the notion that Tiy-Merenese is none other than Queen Tiaa, who he
believes is the mother of Siptah.120 He bases this conclusion in part on the fact that the
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der Sammlung A. Ghertsos,” RdÉ 22 (1970), 104.
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two queens share the same basic name construct,

, and also on the theory that

Sethnakht would have been obliged to marry a queen of the Nineteenth Dynasty in order
to secure the throne.121 As we now know Tiaa was not Siptah’s mother (see above),
Kaplony’s hypothesis is no longer possible. Could Tiy-Merenese at least be a member of
the royal family of the previous dynasty (from a collateral branch perhaps) who
Sethnakht married to at least nominally link himself with his predecessors? This seems
unlikely, as Sethnakht reigned for only a short time, and it is unlikely that Ramesses III
was a boy when he ascended the throne.122 All that can be said about Tiy-Merenese is
that she was the Great Royal Wife of Sethnakht and the mother of the future king
Ramesses III.123 As discussed in the next chapter, the titulary of Sethnakht is modeled
largely upon that of Seti II, incorporating the god Seth into his Nomen. Dodson believes
this devotion to the god Seth indicates a familial link to the previous dynasty for
Sethnakht, and he posits that this king might be a grandson of Ramesses II.124
Sethnakht’s son, Ramesses III, went to great lengths to emulate Ramesses II, naming his
sons after those of the latter, and displaying their images and names on his mortuary
temple just like his namesake.125 This certainly could have been an attempt by Ramesses
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Ibid. But see comments above concerning the debunking of the “heiress theory.”
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For a discussion of the age of Ramesses III upon his accession, see William Kevin
Miller, “The Genealogy and Chronology of the Ramesside Period,” (Ph.D. diss., University of
Minnesota, 1986), 117-121; Wente, X-Ray Atlas of the Royal Mummies, 265.
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Jaroslav Černy, “Queen Ēse of the Twentieth Dynasty and Her Mother,” JEA 44
(1958): 35-36.
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Dodson and Hilton, The Complete Royal Families of Ancient Egypt, 186; idem,
Poisoned Legacy, 119.
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Ibid., 186, 188.
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III to stress his familial link to Ramesses II, but it could just as likely have been a not so
subtle wish on his part to be the next “great” pharaoh. Nevertheless, it does seem very
likely that Sethnakht might have been a descendant of a collateral branch of one of the
Nineteenth Dynasty rulers, though there is no evidence that directly suggests this.
Conclusion
Secure genealogical placement of the pharaohs Siptah, Tausret, and Sethnakht is
almost impossible due to the fragmentary nature of the evidence. The case of Siptah is
probably on firmest ground, as he at least seems to be of royal stock, though from whom
he derives his royal blood remains a mystery. It seems doubtful that he is the son of Seti
II, as the role of Chancellor Bay and Tausret in securing the throne for Siptah would
seem less necessary. As noted above, however, this does not rule out the possibility of
his being a younger son (not in line for the throne) or the son of a secondary wife.
Amenmesse is a better candidate, and explains the need for the endorsements of Bay and
Tausret, and at the same time, Siptah can at least be legitimately labeled a “King’s son.”
However, it seems unlikely that Amenmesse’s image would have been rehabilitated so
quickly after the death of Seti II so as to place a son of the former on the throne. Also, if
the usurpations of Amenmesse by Siptah follow the usual pattern, i.e. they are meant to
dishonor and not meant as an act of reconsecration, this would provide further evidence
against this king being the father of Siptah. The most likely candidate then is Merenptah,
which would make Siptah and Seti II (and possibly Amenmesse) at least half-brothers.
This would in part explain how Siptah could be a king’s son, yet still need the support of
a non-royal to gain the throne. It could also be that Siptah is emphasizing this familial
relationship when he adopts the new Nomen Merenptah-Siptah. Additionally, as
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Spalinger pointed out some time ago, if Amenmesse and Siptah were indeed half-brothers
of the previous king and not sons, this could be a significant reason they were considered
illegitimate by the Twentieth Dynasty.126 Regardless of which candidate was the father,
Siptah’s youth and crippled condition certainly contributed to his need for at least some
guidance. As for Tausret, the only thing that can be surely stated is that she was “King’s
Great Wife” and therefore was able to serve in the roles of Queen regent for the young
Siptah and then later as sole ruler in her own right. The fact that she claimed the throne
does speak somewhat to her possible royal background, and it is plausible that she was a
daughter of an earlier Nineteenth Dynasty king (Ramesses II or Merenptah), though
direct evidence for this is lacking. Finally, even less can be said about the origins of
Sethnakht. Speculations about a military background and his affiliation with a collateral
branch of the Ramessides remain distinct possibilities, though based on the surviving
sources are thus far unsubstantiated.
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Wente, An X-Ray Atlas of the Royal Mummies, 147. Cf. Spalinger, BiOr 39, no. 3/4
(Mei-Juli 1982), 280.
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CHAPTER 3
THE TITULARIES OF SIPTAH, TAUSRET, AND SETHNAKHT
The names and titles of Egyptian kings can often provide a window into the
political and ideological circumstances during which they came to power.1 Pharaohs
used their names to link themselves to certain gods as a way to make a political statement
or chose to adopt the names used by previous kings in an attempt to establish a line of
legitimacy or strength, seen most clearly in the titularies of nine ephemeral rulers of the
Twentieth Dynasty who created a link to the pharaoh Ramesses II by adopting his Birth
Name or Nomen as their own. However, similar connections were created through the
selection of titularies throughout Egyptian history.2
What follows is an examination of the attested titularies of Siptah, Tausret, and
Sethnakht, with a close eye to the previous kings their names may have been modeled on
and what significance these selections might have had. The full titularies of these three
kings and their attestations are given below.3
Titulary of Siptah
Unlike his successor, Siptah’s complete five-fold royal titulary survives in the
archaeological record. There are numerous variations of his Horus name depicted in a
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Cf. Kenneth A. Kitchen, “The Titularies of the Ramesside Kings as Expression of their
Ideal Kingship,” ASAE 71 (1987): 131-141. 	
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See for instance the example of the Seventeenth Dynasty kings with the Nomen Intef
(V, VI, and VII) which is modeled on their Eleventh Dynasty predecessors (I, II, III, and IV). See
Jürgen von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, 2d ed. Münchner
Ägyptologische Studien, ed. Günter Burkard and Dieter Kessler, vol. 49 (Mainz: Philip von
Zabern, 1999), 76-77, 80-81, 124-125, 128-129.
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Small-scale objects such as scarabs have, for the most part, purposefully been omitted
from this study as they are highly variable and thus not to be considered alongside the major
monuments evaluated in this chapter.
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number of locations,4 though only one attestation for the Nebty and Golden Horus names
survive, both of which are preserved on the same document.5 The most significant
variation occurs in both the Prenomen and the Nomen of Siptah, which is drastically
altered by or shortly before his third regnal year.6 The following is a listing of the
variations that occur and a discussion of the titles in relation to why they were modified
and which previous king’s titles they were modeled on.

Horus Name

K#-nXt mrj-Oopj sonX t# nb m k#=f ro nb
Strong bull, beloved of Hapi, who causes every land to live by means of his ka every day.
Location: Rock Stela of the Viceroy of Nubia Seti and Siptah at the North Terrace of the
Great Temple at Abu Simbel.
References: PM VII: 99 (11); KRI IV: 362-63, §30; RITA IV: 262-63, §30; G. Maspero,
“Notes de Voyage,” ASAE 10 (1910): 131; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen
Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 160-61.
Commentary: This stela records the longest and most common Horus name for Siptah.
There are shorter variations of this basic formula, which are listed below. It appears this
stela is one of a pair, as a second is located on the South Terrace, bearing a considerably
shorter inscription, though also recording the installation of Seti into the position of
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Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, 160-163.
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Ostracon UC 39613. See below for references.

6

No inscriptional evidence dating to Siptah’s second regnal year has thus far been found,
so it is impossible to say if Siptah’s change in titulary (Prenomen and Nomen) occurred by year
two. The possibilities are that it could have changed late in this king’s first regnal year (no
evidence of this), by or during his second regnal year (again, no dated inscriptions from this
period), or early in regnal year three. 	
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Viceroy of Nubia. The stela on the South Terrace records the year that this proclamation
was made, namely Siptah’s first regnal year. Therefore it is likely that both were
commissioned at the same time.

K#-nXt mrj-Oopj sonX t[#]
Strong bull, beloved of Hapi, who causes the land to live…
Location: Recto of a limestone Ostracon from Deir el-Medina, UC 39613, formerly O.
Petrie 10, in the Petrie Museum University College, London.
References: KRI IV: 405-6, §52.A.16; RITA IV: 290, §52.A.16; Jaroslav Černý and Alan
H. Gardiner, Hieratic Ostraca Vol. I (Oxford, 1957): 6, pl. 17.4; Petrie Museum of
Egyptian Archaeology, “UC39613,” http://www.petrie.ucl.ac.uk/detail/details/index_no
_login.php?objectid=UC39613&accesscheck=%2Fdetail%2Fdetails%2Findex.php
(accessed April 8, 2010); J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen,
MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63.
Commentary: This ostracon is significant for bearing a full titulary of Siptah. The
ostracon is damaged just after the t# sign, and Kitchen supplies what he believes was the
original final portion of the Horus name, t# nb m k#=f ro nb, which mirrors that of the one
present at Abu Simbel.7 Indeed there is every reason to think that he is correct, as the
damaged portion of the ostracon allows ample room for this reconstruction. In addition,
it is dated to Siptah’s fifth regnal year, III Prt 1.

K#-nXt mrj-Oopj
Strong bull, beloved of Hapi
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Location: Doorway Scenes of Nile Gods on the Hermopolis Pylon (Ashmunein) of the
Temple of Amun, on both the North thickness and South thickness.
References: PM IV: 167; KRI IV: 344, §5; RITA IV: 248-49, §5; Günther Roeder,
Hermopolis 1929-1939 (Hildesheim, 1959): 298-99, pls. 64-65; L. Lesko, JARCE 5
(1966): 29-32, pl. 13; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS
49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63.
Commentary: This is an abbreviated version of the full titulary above.

K#-nXt wr pHtj mj Jmn
Strong bull, great of strength like Amun
Location: Usurped North Stela at the Mortuary Temple of Seti I at Gournah (Figure 9)
References: PM II2: 409 (15); KRI IV: 196, §2 (B); RITA IV: 141, §2 (B); LD 3: 201c;
LDT 3: 91-92; Petrie, Qurneh (London, 1909): 13, pl. 45; Nelson, Key Plans, pl. 37; fig.
2, nos. 21, 33; Ricardo A. Caminos, “Two Stelae in the Kurnah Temple of Sethos I,” in
Ägyptologische Studien 29 (1955), 19, 24-28, plate B; H. Gauthier, Le livre des rois
d’Egypt, vol. 3, 128; D. Redford, Pharaonic King-Lists, Annals, and Day-Books
(Mississauga, Canada, 1986): 57, plate II; L. Habachi, MDAIK 34 (1978): 60; J. von
Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63.
Commentary: This is an extended variation of the second major form of Siptah’s Horus
title (see below), and it appears only on this monument.

K#-nXt wr pHtj
Strong bull, great of strength
Location: KV 47, Outer thickness of the Entrance to the tomb, left side.
References: PM I2: 565 (1); KRI IV: 347, §10; RITA IV: 250, §10; Theodore M. Davis,
The Tomb of Siphtah (London, 1908): xiii, 14.
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Commentary: This is simply a shortened form of the above title.

Nebty Name

so# Jwnw Q#b o#bt djt m#ot n Ro m-xrt-Xrw
One who makes great Heliopolis, doubling the offerings, presenting Justice to Re daily
Location: Recto of a limestone Ostracon from Deir el-Medina, UC 39613, formerly O.
Petrie 10, in the Petrie Museum University College, London.
References: KRI IV: 405-6, §52.A.16; RITA IV: 290, §52.A.16; Jaroslav Černý and Alan
H. Gardiner, Hieratic Ostraca Vol. I (Oxford, 1957): 6, pl. 17.4
Commentary: This ostracon marks the only attested occurrence of the Nebty name for
Siptah.

Golden Horus Name

[…] mj jt=f Ro jty sonX jbw n rXyt djt Kmt m S[wt ?][......]
[…] like his father Re, (a) Sovereign who causes the hearts of the people to live, who
causes that joy might be brought to Egypt…
Location: Recto of a limestone Ostracon from Deir el-Medina, UC 39613, formerly O.
Petrie 10, in the Petrie Museum University College, London.
References: KRI IV: 405-6, §52.A.16; RITA IV: 290, §52.A.16; Jaroslav Černý and Alan
H. Gardiner, Hieratic Ostraca Vol. I (Oxford, 1957): 6, pl. 17.4.
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Commentary: As with the Nebty name, this ostracon contains the only attested Golden
Horus Name for Siptah. Perhaps jty is not to be translated but instead acts as a partition
between one set of epithets and another. See below for further discussion of this aspect.

Prenomen

sXo n Ro mrj Jmn
One whom Re caused to appear, beloved of Amun
Location: Rock Stela of the Viceroy of Nubia Seti and Siptah at the North Terrace of the
Great Temple at Abu Simbel.
References: PM VII: 99 (11); KRI IV: 362-63, §30, II.1.2; RITA IV: 262-63, §30, II.1.2;
G. Maspero, “Notes de Voyage,” ASAE 10 (1910): 131; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der
Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 160-61.
Commentary: See above for information regarding this stela. The choice of such a
Prenomen is indicative of Siptah’s effort emphasize his legitimacy. See further
discussion below.

sXo n Ro stp n Ro
One whom Re caused to appear, chosen of Re
Location: Verso of a limestone Ostracon from Deir el-Medina, CG 25515, in the
Egyptian Museum, Cairo.
References: KRI IV: 382, §47; RITA IV: 278-79, §47; G. Daressy, RecTrav 34 (1912):
46, 49-50; J. Černý, Ostraca hiératiques, I-II, CG Nos. 25501-25832 (Cairo, 1935): 7, 12,
pls. 8-9; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz,
1999): 160-61.
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Commentary: This ostracon is a work-journal, which relates on the verso the news of the
death of Seti II and the commencement of work on the tomb of his successor, Siptah.
The variants mrj Jmn and stp n Ro are evidence that Siptah’s Prenomen was still in a state
of flux this early in his reign. This is itself is not unprecedented, as can be seen with the
Prenomen of Ramesses II early in his reign.8

#X n Ro stp n Ro
One who is effective for Re, chosen of Re
Location: Buhen, graffito by the First Charioteer Webekhensu, son of Hori
References: PM VII: 134 (13E); KRI IV: 365, §31, II.2:2; RITA IV: 264, §31, II.2:2;
Randall-MacIver and Woolley, Buhen vols. I-II (Philadelphia, 1911): 36, pl. 12 (lower);
R. Caminos, The New-Kingdom Temples of Buhen I (London, 1974): 42, pl. 54; J. von
Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63.
Commentary: As with the Horus name, Siptah’s Prenomen is altered some time after year
one and by year three, with #X n Ro replacing sXo n Ro.

#X n Ro mrj-Jmn
One who is effective for Re, beloved of Amun
Location: Coffin found in KV 35, CG 61038 (JE 34563), now in the Egyptian Museum,
Cairo.
References: PM I2: 555; V. Loret, BIE iii, Ser. 9 (1898): 111 [5]; Daressy, Cercueils des
Cachettes Royales (Cairo, 1909): 218-19, pl. lxi.
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Commentary: As with the previous Prenomen formula, this version simply substitutes
mrj-Jmn for stp n Ro.

Nomen

Ro mss s# PtH
Rameses-Siptah
Location: Rock Stela of the Viceroy of Nubia Seti and Siptah at the North Terrace of the
Great Temple at Abu Simbel.
References: PM VII: 99 (11); KRI IV: 362-63, §30; RITA IV: 262-63, §30; G. Maspero,
“Notes de Voyage,” ASAE 10 (1910): 131; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen
Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 160-61.
Commentary: This form of the Nomen is only attested in Siptah’s regnal year one.

mrj n PtH s# PtH
Merenptah-Siptah
Location: Buhen, graffito by the First Charioteer Webekhensu, son of Hori
References: PM VII: 134 (13E); KRI IV: 365, §31; RITA IV: 264, §31; Randall-MacIver
and Woolley, Buhen vols. I-II (Philadelphia, 1911): 36, pl. 12; R. Caminos, The NewKingdom Temples of Buhen I-II (London, 1974): 42, pl. 54; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch
der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63.
Commentary: This form of the Nomen is only attested by Siptah’s regnal year three.
Siptah’s Horus titularies are quite lengthy, each containing a short base form that
is frequently expanded upon. The base form of the second Horus title, K#-nXt wr pHtj, is
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also featured among the Horus names of Amenhotep II (LÄ III: 550), Ramesses II (KRI
II: 424, §R(ii)), and Seti II (KRI IV: 244, §5(a)). This may indicate an affinity on the part
of Siptah for Seti II, though none of his other titles resemble those belonging to this king.
Both the Nebty name and Golden Horus name do not appear until regnal year 5 and are
attested only once, both on the same ostracon, UC 39613. Keeping in form with the
Horus name, they are both quite long, though the Golden Horus name is not entirely
preserved. These lengthy epithets, according to Kitchen, are evidence that Merenptah’s
titulary was influential, as a number of his epithets are quite extensive.9 While this may
be correct, the only certain element borrowed from Merenptah’s epithets is the use of jty
as a possible divider to introduce an additional extended title.10
What is most fascinating about Siptah’s titulary are the changes it undergoes
sometime between regnal year one and regnal year three.11 The titulary of the early part
of Siptah’s reign is incomplete, as we have merely a Horus name, Prenomen, and Nomen,
and the choice of sXo n Ro for the Prenomen is intriguing. The emphasis on Re “causing
him to appear” seems to echo Chancellor Bay’s claims to have “established the king in
the place of his father,”12 except here credit is given instead to divine intervention rather
than a mere official. This title also seems to foreshadow Sethnakht’s own rise to the
throne as recounted in the stela from Elephantine where Re “chooses his majesty [out of]
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Kitchen, ASAE 71 (1987): 136.
Ibid., 134-136.
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For year one references, see PM VII: 99 (11); KRI IV: 362-63, §30 (II.1.2); KRI IV:
382, §47; RITA IV: 278-79, §47 RITA IV: 262-63, §30 (II.1.2). See discussion above in FN 6.
12

	
  

	
  KRI IV: 371, §7.	
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millions.”13 At any rate, it would seem this was a not-so-subtle claim to legitimacy by
Siptah through divine appointment. New variations in all of these titles are found by his
third regnal year, the most striking of these occurring in the Prenomen and Nomen. The
Prenomen changes from sXo n Ro stp n Ro to #X n Ro stp n Ro,14 and though the reasons for
this particular change are unclear, they are not as problematic as the change in Nomen.
In the Nomen, there is an adoption of mrj n PtH s# PtH to replace Ro mss s# PtH. Why
Siptah would choose to alter his Nomen in this way is ripe with possibilities, including
the notion that he might here be stressing his lineage with Merenptah in order to secure
additional legitimacy for the throne. This idea is further explored in the discussion of
Siptah’s parentage in the preceding chapter.
Titulary of Tausret
All of Tausret’s titulary survives except for her Golden Horus name, and thus far
only one example of her Nebty name has been found. The second Horus name is simply
a shortened version of the first, and both Horus names and the Nebty name, as well as
versions of the Prenomen and Nomen, are located on the same monument, a statue from
Heliopolis.15 As was common with the previous ruling female, Hatshepsut,16 the
feminine t is frequently added to many of the standard titles in both the Nomen and
Prenomen.
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KRI V: 672, §251 (13).

14

With mrj-Jmn alternating with stp n Ro.

15

	
  KRI IV: 352, §20; RITA IV: 254-55, §20. See below for discussion.	
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Gay Robins, “The Names of Hatshepsut as King,” JEA 85 (1999): 103-112.
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Horus Name

k# nXt mrj M#ot nb on m njswt mj Jtm
Strong bull, beloved of Maat, beautiful as king like Atum
Location: Headless statue of Tausret found at Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr), No. 346 in the
Register of the Matareyyah and ‘Ain Shans Inspectorate.
References: KRI IV: 352, §20; RITA IV: 254-55, §20; H. Bakry, RSO 46 (1971): 17-26,
pls. 1-8; R. Drenkhahn, GM 43 (1981): 21.
Commentary: This statue was found in 1971 during the construction of a park in Medinet
Nasr.17 The statue is made of sandstone and is in relatively good condition, though the
head is broken off. Tausret is shown seated on a throne holding her royal emblems in her
right hand, with a pillar behind her rising up to her neck. Three lines of vertical
inscription are located on both the left and right sides of the throne, and the back of the
statue also includes three bands of text, with the center line running up the pillar. All
four sides of the base contain horizontal inscriptions, and there are additional texts on her
belt and running down the center of her royal robe. Both the long and short forms of
Tausret’s only attested Horus name are inscribed on the monument, as well as her only
attested Nebty name, along with her Prenomen and Nomen. Only the Golden Horus
name is missing.

k# nXt mrj M#ot
Strong bull, beloved of Maat
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Hassan S. K. Bakry, “The Discovery of a Statue of Queen Twosre (1202-1194? B.C.)
at Madinet Nasr, Cairo,” RSO 46 (1971): 17.
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Location: Headless statue of Tausret found at Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr), No. 346 in the
Register of the Matareyyah and ‘Ain Shans Inspectorate.
References: KRI IV: 352, §20; RITA IV: 254-55, §20; H. Bakry, RSO 46 (1971): 17-26,
pls. 1-8; R. Drenkhahn, GM 43 (1981): 21; V.G. Callender, SAK 32 (2004): 94.
Commentary: This is simply a shortened variation of the much longer Horus name listed
above.
Nebty Name

grg Kmt wof X#swt
One who establishes Egypt and crushes foreign lands
Location: Headless statue of Tausret found at Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr), No. 346 in the
Register of the Matareyyah and ‘Ain Shans Inspectorate.
References: KRI IV: 352, §20; RITA IV: 254-55, §20; H. Bakry, RSO 46 (1971): 17-26,
pls. 1-8; R. Drenkhahn, GM 43 (1981): 21; V.G. Callender, SAK 32 (2004): 94.
Commentary: As mentioned above, this is the only known example of a Nebty title for
Tausret.

Prenomen

s#t Ro [Hnwt] v#-mrj
Daughter of Re, mistress of Egypt
Location: KV 14, Burial Hall, Sarcophagus Chamber
References: KRI IV: 356, §25 (G); RITA IV: 257, §25 (G); PM I.22: 530 (28); LD 3:
206b; LDT 3: 213; Gauthier, Le Livre des Rois d’Égypte, vol. 3, De la XIXe à la XXIVe
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dynastie (Cairo, 1917): 226 (9); A. Gardiner, JEA 40 (1954): 42; J. von Beckerath,
Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63.
Commentary: The occurrence of this particular epithet in her tomb appears to be unique,
as Tausret is not known to have used it elsewhere. The epithet “mistress of Egypt” is
commonly held by queen consorts.18 It is uncertain why Tausret chose to place the
epithet s#t Ro within her cartouche, as this element is associated with the Nomen, and
usually precedes it. Neither of her female predecessors, Sobekneferu or Hatshepsut,
placed s#t Ro within their cartouches. It is evident, however, that in this instance s#t Ro is
clearly part of her Prenomen, not merely a secondary epithet.

s#t Ro mrj-n-Jmn
Daughter of Re, beloved of Amun
Location: Gournah, on various scarabs from the Mortuary Temple of Tausret
References: Petrie, Six Temples at Thebes, 1896 (London, 1897): p. 14, pl. XVI (1-2); J.
von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 16263.
Commentary: This is the second major variation of Tausret’s Prenomen, which is found
accompanying s#t Ro as either mrj-n-Jmn or mrj-Jmn. Unlike the case with the previous
female Pharaoh, Hatshepsut, in which the feminine t was often omitted, Tausret only uses
the form s# Ro to introduce her Prenomen, there being no attestations thus far found with
an added t. In fact, this is a feature also consistent with other kingly epithets applied to
her, such as nb t#wy and nb XAw where no ts were added either.
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Vivienne G. Callender, “Queen Tausret and the End of Dynasty 19,” SAK 32 (2004):

94.
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Nomen

t#-wsrt
Location: KV 14, First Corridor, Right Wall
References: PM I.22: 529 (3:1); KRI IV: 355, §25 (9B); RITA IV: 256, §25 (9B); J. von
Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63.
Commentary: This is the most concise version of Tausret’s name, with various epithets
added, as seen below. This rendering is found only in her tomb.

t#-wsrt mrj-n-Mwt
Location: Amada, Vestibule Jamb (right) of the Temple of Amun-Re and Re-Horakhti
References: PM VII: 69 (29); KRI IV: 366, §32 (1); RITA IV: 264-65, §32 (1); Mohamed
Aly, Fouad Abdel-Hamid and M. Dewatcher, Le Temple D’Amada, Vol. 4: Dessins
(Cairo, 1967): pl. G 1-6; P. Barguet and M. Dewatcher, Le Temple D’Amada, Vol. 2:
Description Archeologique (Cairo, 1967): pl. 21.

t#-wsrt stpt-n-Mwt
Location: Gournah, on a foundation block, UC 14377, from the Mortuary Temple of
Tausret, now housed in the Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology, University College
London
References: KRI IV: 353, §24 (8); RITA IV: 255-56, §24 (8); Petrie, Six Temples at
Thebes, 1896 (London, 1897): pl. XVII (2); J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen
Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 162-63; http://www.digitalegypt.ucl.ac.uk/
thebes/archive/uc14377.jpg.

	
  

66

Commentary: In both of the above examples, Tausret uses the feminine deity Mut in
place of the expected male alternatives, such as Amun, Re, or Ptah.

t#-wsrt stpt-n-Mwt m Jmn
Location: Abydos, Doorjamb of tomb
References: KRI IV: 353, §23 (7); RITA IV: 255, §23 (7); H. Frankfort, JEA 14 (1928),
243, 244, fig. 11 no. 3.
Commentary: This Nomen variation is not listed by Beckerath and is attested just this
once. Frankfort mistakenly identifies this as Ramesses II. Kitchen suggests a ‘pr’ might
have originally been part of this title, thus “in the domain of Amun.”19
Tausret’s titulary borrows generously from one used by Ramesses II, and the
short variation of her Horus name, k# nXt mrj M#ot, is in fact identical to Ramesses II
(KRI II 600). It is interesting that this epithet is also found among the Horus titles of both
Thutmosis I (Urk. IV 80:11)20 and Amenmesse (KRI IV 195-96, § 2). It seems likely that
Ramesses II based this version of his Horus title on that of Thutmosis I, and that it was
the former king that Tausret wished to emulate rather than the latter. Furthermore, it
seems exceedingly unlikely that Tausret chose this title in an effort to link herself with
the usurper Amenmesse. It is more logical to interpret this as an attempt on the part of
both kings (Amenmesse and Tausret) to link themselves with Ramesses II.
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RITA IV: 255, §23 (7).

20

Cf. Randa Omar Kazem Baligh, “Thutmosis I” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1997),

67.

	
  

67

The Nebty name that Tausret chose, grg Kmt wof X#swt, is intriguing, as it
incorporates a military theme. The term wof, meaning to crush or subdue21, calls to mind
the role of the Pharaoh as a warrior who neutralizes any threat that foreign peoples might
represent by keeping them under his submission. V. Callender has suggested that this
title could in part represent the state of affairs during Tausret’s reign, noting that it “might
reflect incursions into Egypt, if not some unpopularity of Asiatics at the time.”22 It is
tempting to read into this the unrest attributed to the Asiatics by both the Elephantine
Stela and the Great Harris Papyrus which precede the rise of the Twentieth Dynasty,
though the link between the two is tenuous.23 Once again, Tausret seems to have
borrowed or at least modeled one of her epithets after one belonging to Ramesses II, as
one version of his Nebty name is mk Kmt wof X#swt, identical to that of Tausret’s save for
her substitution of grg for mk.24
Her Prenomen and Nomen were actually arranged so that to the casual observer
they would appear to be those of Ramesses II. W. M. Petrie first pointed this out in his
excavation report of Tausret’s mortuary temple: “The form of the cartouches is
manifestly copied from those of Ramessu II, and ingeniously adapted as a parody or
imitation of what was already so utterly familiar to the eyes of every Egyptian in those
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L. Lesko, A Dictionary of Late Egyptian, vol. I (Providence, RI: B.C. Scribe
Publications, 2002): 95.
22

V. Callender, SAK 32 (2004): 94.

23

Ibid.

24

	
  

Cf. K. A. Kitchen, ASAE 71 (1987): 136.
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times.”25 So, on the sandstone foundation blocks from her mortuary temple (UC
14377)26, Tausret’s Nomen is arranged

, which is quite close in appearance

to the most common Prenomen arrangement for Ramesses (KRI II 344, § 121),
, with the differences being the substitution in Tausret’s of the bread loaf for
the sun discs, as well as the substitution of the goddess Mut wearing the double crown in
place of the goddess Maat, adorned with a feather on her head. With the Prenomen of
Tausret (KRI IV 351, § 18),27

, there is somewhat less of an attempt at

imitation, though the first part of the cartouche contains the same three signs as the most
common variation of Ramesses II’s Nomen (KRI II 403, § 150),

. The

only variation in the first part is in the placement of the deities, namely that in the
example of Ramesses, Amun is placed first with Re facing opposite him, and in Tausret’s
Prenomen, you have the exact opposite.
Tausret’s use of a distinctly feminine deity, Mut, in her Nomen rather than the
traditional male deities chosen by her male and female predecessors, coupled with her
inclusion of s#t Ro inside of her Prenomen cartouche, could be seen as a concerted effort
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William M. Flinders Petrie, Six Temples at Thebes, 1896 (London: Bernard Quaritch,
1897): 15. Cf. Kitchen, ASAE (1987): 71, 136.
26

Petrie, Six Temples at Thebes, pl. 17.2. Cf. Petrie, A History of Egypt vol. 2 (London:
Methuen, 1896): 129, fig. 51.
27

This variation differs from the above example in the common substitution of

.
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for

on her part to emphasize her right to rule as a female king rather than as a female king
under the guise of male kingship.28
Titulary of Sethnakht
Despite his paucity of monuments, Sethnakht’s complete titulary has survived to
the present. He has only one Horus name, which is found on three monuments: the newly
found stela of Bakenkhonsu;29 the stela at Elephantine island; and stela No. 271 at Sinai.
The only Nebty name that survives is found on the latter two monuments, and there are
two distinct Golden Horus names preserved. The Prenomen includes the basic epithet
wsr Xow Ro, either accompanied by mrj Jmn alone or combining it with stp n Ro.30 The
Nomen, ctx-nXt, is usually followed by mrr Jmn, mrr Ro, or both.

Horus Name

K#-nXt wr pHtj
Strong bull, great of strength
Location: Stela of Bakenkhonsu, No. 37 in the Abu al-Gud magazine, Luxor
References: M. Boraik, Memnonia (2007): 122-23, pl. XXIV. (Figure 13)
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The one female deity used frequently in the cartouche names is Maat, though this
deity’s inclusion is representative of the “order” that the king is to maintain throughout the land,
that is they are honoring the concept that the feminine deity represents rather than the feminine
deity herself.
29

Mansour Boraik, “Stela of Bakenkhonsu, High Priest of Amun-Re,” Memnonia:
Bulletin édité par l’Association pour la Sauvegarde du Ramesseum XVIII (2007): 119-126, pl.
XXIV.
30

J. von Beckerath has incorrectly listed
as one of the Prenomen of
Sethnakht to be found on the stela at Elephantine, but he has left out two hieroglyphs which form

.

part of this title, and it should read
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Commentary: This stela is inscribed with three of the five names belonging to
Sethnakht’s titulary, the Horus, Prenomen, and Nomen.

Nebty Name

twt Xow mj v#Tnn
Pleasing in appearances like Tatenen
Location: Stela at Elephantine
References: KRI V: 671, §251 (13); RITA V: 7-8, §251 (13); Bidoli, MDAIK 28 (1973):
192 ff., pl. 49; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49,
(Mainz, 1999): 164-65.

Golden Horus Name

sXm XpS dr [rQy](w)=f
Powerful of strong arm, who overwhelms his enemies
Location: Stela at Elephantine
References: KRI V: 671, §251 (13); RITA V: 7-8, §251 (13); Bidoli, MDAIK 28 (1973):
192 ff., pl. 49; R. Drenkhahn, Die Elephantine-Stele des Sethnacht ÄA 36, (Wiesbaden,
1980): 62-63; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49,
(Mainz, 1999): 164-65.
Commentary: This particular Golden Horus name appears to be found only on this stela,
though Kitchen infers that it is also on stela No. 271 from Sinai.31 Neither the drawing
from Gardiner nor the transcription indicate that this title can be reconstructed in the
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RITA V: 1. There does not appear to be ample space for this reconstruction.
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damaged area just after the second Golden Horus name. The rendering of this title is
very problematic after dr, as the next word comes at the beginning of a line that is broken
off on the stela.32 Only the latter part of the word is preserved, of which the most
important for determining its former identity is the determinative

(A14 in

Gardiner’s sign list), a fallen man with blood protruding from his head. This
determinative is usually associated with words relating to an enemy or foe, and the reed
leaf hieroglyph and plural strokes which precede it can be part of the hieroglyphic
arrangement of rQy(w),33 Xfty,34 or Xr,35 all having roughly the same meaning. Each of
these choices has been proposed by one scholar or another at different times,36 and at best
choosing one of the three is nothing more than an educated guess.

Hwj pDt-psDt on m [nsyt]
One who smites the Nine Bows, beautiful in kingship
Location: Stela (no. 271) of Sethnakht before Hathor-Sinai, Temple of Hathor at Serabit
el-Khadim, Sinai
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Line 8 of the main text. See KRI V, 671, §251 (13); R. Drenkhan, Die ElephantineStele des Sethnacht, 62-63.
33

Wb. II, 456.

34

Wb. III, 276-277.

35

Wb. III, 316, 319, 321-322.

36

For	
  Xr, see R. Drenkhan, Die Elephantine-Stele des Sethnacht, 62-63 and KRI V, 671,
§251 (13); for rQy(w), see J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, 162-63
and A. Dodson, Rameses II’s Poisoned Legacy, 92; for Xfty, see K. Kitchen, ASAE 71: 137.
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References: PM VII: 350; KRI V: 1, §1; RITA V: 1, §1; Alan Gardiner, Thomas E. Peet,
and Jaroslav Černý. The Inscriptions of Sinai. 2 vols., 2d ed. (London, 1952-1955): 186,
pl. xxiii; Petrie, Researches in Sinai (London, 1906): 75; R. Weill, Recueil des
inscriptions égyptiennes du Sinaï (Paris, 1904): 215; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der
Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 164-65.
Commentary: This is the only example of this particular Golden Horus name. Though
damaged, the common rendering of the final word is nsyt, which is quite probable but not
certain.

Prenomen

wsr-Xow-Ro stp-n-Ro
Powerful of appearances is Re, chosen of Re
Location: UC 19614, Ostracon
References: KRI V: 1, §2; RITA V: 1, §2; W. Spiegelberg, “Hieratic Ostraca from
Thebes,” Ancient Egypt 1 (1914), pp. 106-111; Vivien Raisman, “Hieratic Ostraca in the
Petrie Collection,” BSAK 3 (1985): 189-192; Allam, Hieratische Ostraka und Papyri aus
der Ramessidenzeit, 106-111; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen
Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 164-65; The Petrie Museum of Egyptian
Archaeology, “Museum Number-UC19614,” in Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology
Online Catalogue <http://petriecat.museums.ucl.ac.uk/detail.aspx?parentpriref=> [8
March 2012].
Commentary: This is the only known use of this particular name, contra Beckerath, and
is found only in hieratic.

wsr-Xow-Ro mrj-Jmn
Appearing in power like Re, beloved of Amun
Location: Stela of Meresyotef from Abydos, JdE 20395
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References: KRI V: 5, §7; RITA V: 5, §7; PM V:51; Mariette, Abydos II, pl. 52 (left);
Petrie, A History of Egypt, vol. III, 136, fig. 59; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der
Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz, 1999): 164-65.
Commentary: A variation of the above title, with mrj-Jmn replacing stp-n-Ro.

wsr-Xow-Ro mrj-Jmn stp-n-Ro
Appearing in power like Re, beloved of Amun, chosen of Re
Location: Western Hall of the Temple of Ptah, Memphis
References: KRI V: 3, §4(e); RITA V: 3, §4(e); PM III: 218; W. M. Petrie, Memphis I, pl.
26:7; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49, (Mainz,
1999): 164-65.
Commentary: This title combines the two variations in the above examples.

Nomen

ctx-nXt mrr-Jmn-Ro
Sethnakht, beloved of Amun
Location: Stela at Elephantine
References: KRI V: 671, §251 (13); RITA V: 7-8, §251 (13); Bidoli, MDAIK 28 (1973):
192 ff., pl. 49; R. Drenkhahn, Die Elephantine-Stele des Sethnacht ÄA 36, (Wiesbaden,
1980): 62-63; J. von Beckerath, Handbuch der Ägyptischen Königsnamen, MÄS 49,
(Mainz, 1999): 164-65.
Commentary: This is the most common Nomen for Sethnakht.

ctx-nXt mrr-Ro mrj-Jmn
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Sethnakht, whom Re loves, beloved of Amun
Location: pHarris I, 75,7
References: P. Grandet, Le papyrus Harris, 2 vols. (Cairo, 1994)
Commentary: Similar to the above example of the last Prenomen example, this title adds
the beloved of Re and Amun elements.
Sethnakht’s titulary is primarily preserved on his year 2 stela found at
Elephantine. His Horus name, K#-nXt wr pHtj, is identical to that of both Seti II and
Siptah, as well as his much earlier predecessor Amenhotep II. In other literature,
Sethnakht stresses his military accomplishments and his role as restorer, so it is possible
that he intentionally sought to associate himself with one of the Eighteenth Dynasty’s
great warrior kings, Amenhotep II, by adopting the same Horus name. There could also
be an honorific nod to Seti II by the choice of this title, as this was the last king to be
considered legitimate by the succeeding dynasty. There would however, seem to be little
basis for choosing to see in this title a connection between Siptah and Sethnakht, as it is
clear that the former was in no way considered to be a legitimate king by the Twentieth
Dynasty. In regards to his Nebty name, twt Xow mj v#Tnn, the only significance which
may be drawn is the incorporation of the god Tatenen, which also appears in the titles of
Ramesses II, Merenptah, and Amenmesse. Sethnakht’s two Golden Horus names are
somewhat more illuminating. They both indicate conflict, and as with the Horus name,
seem to be reinforcing the military prowess of the king. The verb dr is used to describe
how Sethnakht defeats his enemies, i.e. he “overwhelms”37 them by means of his sXm
XpS, “powerful arms.” It is interesting to note that sXm XpS dr also appears in the
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L. Lesko, A Dictionary of Late Egyptian, vol. I, 252.
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titularies of Seti I (Nebty name), Ramesses II (Golden Horus name), and Seti II (Nebty
name).38 The full titularies from which these words come are in fact identical for all
three kings, i.e. sXm XpS dr pDt-psDt. This is made more interesting when Sethnakht’s
second Golden Horus name is taken into consideration, for it includes pDt-psDt. Thus it
seems likely that Sethnakht rather cleverly derived both of his Golden Horus names from
the one example shared by the three aforementioned kings, and in keeping with his
fondness for borrowing from Seti II, it would seem that this particular king was the one
whose titles are here emulated. This can be seen even further in Sethnakht’s choice of
Prenomen, wsr-Xow-Ro, which is similar to that of Seti II (with Sethnakht substituting Xow
for Xpr), going so far as to alternate between stp-n-Ro and mrj-Jmn, just as the latter king
had done.39 Finally, the choice of a Nomen incorporating the god Seth seems to be yet
another nod to Seti. The inclusion of the epithets mrr-Ro and mrr-Jmn, according to
Kitchen, “may reflect [Sethnakht’s] wish to rally support from both Thebes and
Heliopolis.”40 While this is a possibility, it would appear much more likely that
Sethnakht is once again indicating his admiration for the one he considered his most
immediate legitimate predecessor. At any rate, we have seen epithets incorporating both
deities already with Siptah’s Prenomen, and this characteristic is found in that of
Amenmesse’s as well (see above), so this may be nothing more than a trend in this
period.
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For Seti I, KRI I: 233, §102 (B); Ramses II, KRI II: 605, §229 (C); Seti II, KRI IV:
250, §10 (g).
39

The inclusion of both epithets stp-n-Ro and mrj-Jmn is also a feature found in the
Prenomen of Amenmesse (LD 3 202d and 202e).
40

	
  

Kitchen, ASAE 71 (1987): 137, n.1.
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Table 1. Occurrences of Siptah’s Titles
HORUS NAME
K#-nXt mrj-Oopj sonX t# nb m k#=f
ro nb

Abu Simbel, Great Temple (KRI IV 363, §30, II.1.2)
Ramesseum, Base of Pillar (KRI IV 345, §8)

K#-nXt mrj-Oopj sonX t[#]

UC 39613 (KRI IV 405-6, §52.A.16)

K#-nXt mrj-Oopj

KV 47 (KRI IV 347, §10)
Hermopolis Pylon, Amun Temple (KRI IV 344, §5)

K#-nXt wr pHtj mj Jmn

Gournah, Temple of Seti I (KRI IV: 196, §2.B)

K#-nXt wr pHtj

KV 47 (KRI IV 347, §10)

NEBTY NAME
so# Jwnw…

UC 39613 (KRI IV 405-6, §52.A.16)

GOLDEN HORUS NAME
[…] mj jt=f Ro

UC 39613 (KRI IV 405-6, §52.A.16)

PRENOMEN
sXo n Ro mrj Jmn

Abu Simbel, Great Temple (KRI IV 363, §30, II.1.2)
Louvre N. 442A, Goblet (KRI IV 344, §4, A)
Louvre N. 5418, Vase (KRI IV 344, §4, B)
Louvre, Old Cat. 375, Canopic Jar (KRI IV 344, §4,
C)
Ramesseum, Base of Pillar (KRI IV 345, §8)
Scarab, Petrie Collection (KRI IV: 350, §15, I)

sXo n Ro stp n Ro

CG 25515, Ostracon (KRI IV: 382, §47)

#X n Ro stp n Ro

Buhen, South Temple (KRI IV 348, §11)
KV 47 (KRI IV 347-348, §10)
Sehel Graffito, Year 3 (KRI IV 363, §30, II.2)

#X n Ro mrj-Jmn

CG 61038, Coffin (PM I2: 555)

NOMEN
Ro mss s# PtH

	
  

Abu Simbel, Great Temple (KRI IV 363, §30, II.1.2)
Buhen, South Temple (KRI IV 348, §11)
Louvre N. 442A, Goblet (KRI IV 344, §4, A)
Louvre N. 5418, Vase (KRI IV 344, §4, B)
Louvre, Old Cat. 375, Canopic Jar (KRI IV 344, §4,
C)
77

mrj n PtH s# PtH41

Buhen, South Temple (KRI IV 348, §11)
Sehel Graffito, Year 3 (KRI IV 363, §30, II.1.3)
Aswan, Ancient Shellal Road (KRI IV 363-364,
§30, II.1.3)
KV 47 (KRI IV 347-348, §10)

Table 2. Occurrences of Tausret’s Titles
HORUS NAME
k# nXt mrj M#ot nb on m njswt mj
Jtm
k# nXt mrj M#ot
NEBTY NAME
grg Kmt wof X#swt

Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr) (KRI IV 352, §20)
Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr) (KRI IV 352, §20)
Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr) (KRI IV 352, §20)

GOLDEN HORUS NAME
No attestations
PRENOMEN
s#t Ro [Hnwt] v#-mrj

KV 14 (KRI IV 356, §25, 9G))

s#t Ro mrj n-Jmn

Gournah, UC 14377, Foundation Block (KRI IV:
353, §24,8)
Scarabs, Ring (KRI IV 354)

s#t Ro mrj-Jmn

Mit Rahina, Door Jamb, JdE 45568 (KRI IV 353,
§21, 5)
Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr) (KRI IV 352, §20)
MMA 32.2.44 (KRI IV 354, §19, 3)

NOMEN
t#-wsrt

KV 14 (KRI IV 355-356, §25, 9A, B, C, E)

t#-wsrt mrj-n-Mwt

Amada, Vestibule Jamb (right) (KRI IV 366, §32, 1)

t#-wsrt stpt-n-Mwt

Gournah, UC 14377, Foundation Block (KRI IV:
353, §24, 8)
Heliopolis (Medinet Nasr) (KRI IV 352, §20)

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
41
Due to the copious number of attestations known for the most common
versions of the Prenomen and Nomen for Siptah and Tausret, only a representative
sample will be given.
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Faience Vessel, Tell Deir ‘Alla (KRI IV 351, §17, 1)
t#-wsrt stpt-n-Mwt m Jmn

Abydos, Door jamb (KRI IV 353, §23, 7)

Table 3. Occurrences of Sethnakht’s Titles
HORUS NAME
k#-nXt wr pHtj

NEBTY NAME
twt Xow mj v#Tnn
GOLDEN HORUS NAME
sXm XpS dr [rqj]jw=f

Elephantine Stela (KRI V 671, §251)
Serabit el-Khadem, Stela No. 271 (KRI V: 1, §1)
Stela of Bakenkhonsu, No. 37 (Memnonia, 122)
Elephantine Stela (KRI V 671, §251)
Serabit el-Khadem, Stela No. 271 (KRI V: 1, §1)
Elephantine Stela (KRI V 671, §251)
Serabit el-Khadem, Stela No. 271 (KRI V 1, §1)

pDt-psDt Hwj on m nsyt

Serabit el-Khadem, Stela No. 271 (KRI V 1, §1)

PRENOMEN
wsr Xow Ro stp-n-Ro

UC 19614, Ostracon (KRI V 1, §2)

wsr Xow Ro mrj-Imn

JdE 20395 (KRI V 5, §7)

wsr Xow Ro mrj-Imn stp-n-Ro

Mit Rahina, Western Hall of the Temple of Ptah
(KRI V 3, §4, e)
Stela of Bakenkhonsu, No. 37 (Memnonia, 122)
Serabit el-Khadem, Stela No. 271 (KRI V 1, §1)

NOMEN
ctx-nXt mrr-Jmn-Ro
ctx-nXt mrr-Ro mrj-Jmn

	
  

Elephantine Stela (KRI V 671, §251)
pHarris I, 75,7
Stela of Bakenkhonsu, No. 37 (Memnonia, 122)
Serabit el-Khadem, Stela No. 271 (KRI V: 1, §1)
Amarah West, Stela of Hori (KRI V: 2, §3)
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CHAPTER 4
CHRONOLOGICAL MATTERS
This chapter will discuss the evidence for the accession dates of Siptah, Tausret,
and Sethnakht as well as the duration of their reigns, taking into account discoveries
which have come to light in recent years. No attempt will be made at determining an
absolute chronology of their reigns due to the notorious uncertainty involved in such an
endeavor. A major reason for this is that there are three different chronologies to choose
from, and there is considerable disagreement over which of these is accurate.1 Second,
some of the lengths of reigns of kings prior to the late Nineteenth Dynasty have yet to be
fixed and are still in flux, thus any attempt at determining absolute dates of later kings
would require first knowing the exact lengths of the preceding kings.2 For these reasons,

1

Absolute chronology for Egyptian history before the 7th century B.C. is far from settled,
as can be seen in the quite disparate dates derived depending on whether one accepts the High,
Middle, or Low chronology. One example will suffice to highlight the uncertainty of trying to
determine absolute dates for kings of the New Kingdom (and earlier). It is widely agreed that
Ramesses II ruled into his 67th year, and that he reigned predominately during the 13th century
B.C. According to the Low chronology, this equates to a reign lasting from 1279-1212 B.C. For
the Middle chronology, these dates shift to 1290-1223. In the High chronology, the start of
Ramesses II’s reign actually begins at the end of the 14th century, thus 1304-1237 B.C. Thus
there is a 25 year difference between this king’s accession date as provided by High and Low
chronologies. For the various discussions about the three chronologies (relating to Egypt)
including their strengths and weaknesses, see Kenneth A. Kitchen, “The Basics of Egyptian
Chronology in Relation to the Bronze Age,” in High, Middle or Low?: Acts of an International
Colloquium on Absolute Chronology Held at the University of Gothenburg 20th–22nd August
1987, ed. Paul Åström (Gothenburg: Paul Åströms, 1987), pt. I: 137-55 and idem,
“Supplementary Notes on ‘The Basics of Egyptian Chronology,’” in High, Middle or Low?: Acts
of an International Colloquium on Absolute Chronology Held at the University of Gothenburg
20th–22nd August 1987, ed. Paul Åström (Gothenburg: Paul Åströms, 1989), pt. 3: 152–59.
2

Recently, a drastically reduced reign has been proposed for the last Eighteenth Dynasty
ruler, Horemheb. Rather than a reign of around thirty years as most scholars have supported,
recent evidence may instead point to a fourteen-year reign. See, Jacobus Van Dijk, “New
Evidence on the Length of the Reign of Horemheb,” JARCE 44 (2008): 193-200.
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absolute chronology for reigns during this period is a bit premature at this point. We will
now turn our attention to a discussion of the relevant information preserved by Manetho.
Manetho’s Aegyptiaca
One significant, though problematic, source for the end of the Nineteenth Dynasty
is the Third Century B.C. Egyptian priest Manetho. By far the most influential of his
writings is his three volume Aegyptiaca, which contained a history of ancient Egypt and
her kings organized into thirty dynasties, culminating with the arrival of Alexander the
Great. The work itself has not survived, and in fact only exists today in the form of
quoted passages by other ancient authors, none of whom were contemporaries of
Manetho, such as Josephus, Africanus, Eusebius, and Plutarch, all of whom placed
excerpts of Manetho’s work into their own. Both Africanus and Eusebius preserve a list
of Nineteenth Dynasty kings taken from Aegyptiaca, though in the former list six kings
are given, while in the latter only five. Each list includes a final king called Thuoris, who
has been widely thought to be none other than the female king Tausret.3 The passage
states: “Thuoris, who in Homer is called Polybus, husband of Alcandra, and in whose
time Troy was taken, reigned for 7 years.”4 Manetho’s comments indicate a familiarity
with the Oddysey, where mention is made of “Alcandre… the wife of Polybus, who
dwelt in Thebes of Egypt, where greatest store of wealth is laid up in men’s houses.”5

3

Cf. J. Quaegebeur, “Ptoléméé II enadoration devant Arsinoé II divinisée,” Bulletin de
l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale 69 (1971), 205, n.3.
4

William G. Waddell, Manetho (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press/ London:
William Heinemann, 1940), 149.
5

Odyssey 4.126. Translation from A. T. Murray, Homer The Odyssey: Books 1-12
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1919), 127. Revised by George E. Dimock 1995.
On Manetho’s comment, Redford states: “This is nothing but an attempt to pinpoint in the kinglist the approximate point at which the siege of Troy must have occurred, using the accepted
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Though the gender of this king has been confused by Manetho, the length of her reign is
given as seven years, and this roughly corresponds to the eight years which she claims for
herself (including all six years of Siptah’s reign which she also subsumes as her own).6
There is no mention of Siptah, and Manetho’s Twentieth Dynasty does not include the
names of any king as the description is reduced to the phrase “12 kings from Diospolos”
and the length of combined regnal years varies depending on the source (135, 172, or
178).7 It is interesting that Manetho chose to begin a new dynasty after the reign of
Tausret. The Greek word dynasteia had previously been used to refer to power or
lordship, but in Manetho’s usage “it acquire(d) the sense of a sequence of potentates with
a common origin or other unifying feature.”8 At least according to Manetho, there was a
clear break between the reign of Tausret and her successor.

chronology of Greek historians, the intent being to pander to the Greek reader’s interests: there is
little Egyptian in the Homeric Polydamna, Alcander and company.” Idem., Pharaonic King-Lists,
Annals, and Day-Books, 303, n.44. Cf. Walter Burkert, “Das hunderttorige Theben und die
Datierung des Ilias,” Wiener Studien: Zeitschrift für Klassische Philologie, Patristik und
Lateinische Tradition 89 (1976): 5–21. For a contrasting opinion to Redford, see M. B. Rowton,
“Manetho’s Date for Ramesses II,” JEA 34 (1948): 61-62.
6

A. Gardiner, JEA 44 (1958): 20; Erik Hornung, Untersuchungen zur Chronologie und
Geschichte des Neuen Reiches, Ägyptologische Abhandlungen, ed. Wolfgang Helck and
Eberhard Otto, vol. 11 (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1964), 97; Edward F. Wente and Charles
C. Van Siclen III, “A Chronology of the New Kingdom,” in Studies in Honor of George R.
Hughes: January 12, 1977, Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization, no. 39 (Chicago: The
Oriental Institute, University of Chicago, 1976), 236; Beckerath, JEA 48 (1962), 72; Wente, XRay Atlas of the Pharaohs, 145, 146.
7

Waddell, Manetho, 153-155. Cf. Redford, Pharaonic King-Lists, Annals, and DayBooks, 302-305.
8

Gerald P. Verbrugghe and John M. Wickersham, Berossos and Manetho, Introduced
and Translated: Native Traditions in Ancient Mesopotamia and Egypt (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press, 1996), 98.
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Accession Dates and Lengths of Reign
The Accession Date of Siptah
We are fortunate to have very precise data regarding the accession date of Siptah.
The transition from Seti II’s reign to that of Siptah is recorded on a chunk of limestone
originating from the workman’s community at Deir el Medina (CG 25515).9 This
document is simply one of a large cache of ostraca which functions as a journal recording
the work done in the Theban necropolis, and in column two on the verso the
announcement of Seti’s death on regnal year 6 I Prt 19 is recorded as follows: “The
[Chief of] police Nakht-min came, saying: ‘The Falcon has flown to heaven, namely Seti;
another has arisen in his place.’”10 It is interesting that the name of Seti II’s successor is
not given, simply the vague “another.” What might explain this curious absence? Might
it be that the workman was unsure about who Seti’s successor might be? In column four
on the verso, this declaration is made again, though this time slightly different
information is given, and the day has been mistakenly recorded as day 29 instead of day
19. The statement reads as follows: “regnal year 1, I Prt 29 [19]: Visit paid by the Chief
of police, Nakht-min, together with Khonsemhab, saying ‘The Falcon has ascended to
heaven, namely Seti.’”11 The repetition of such an event on the same ostracon is not
unusual, as visits made to Deir el-Medina by high-ranking officials were often stated
9

Jaroslav Černý, Ostraca hiératiques, vol. 1, Texte et Transcriptions, Catalogue general
des antiquités égyptiennes du Musée du Caire Nos. 25501-25832 (Cairo: Imprimerie de l’Institut
Français d’Archéologie Orientale, 1935), 7, 11-12; idem, Ostraca hiératiques, vol. 2, Planches,
Catalogue general des antiquités égyptiennes du Musée du Caire Nos. 25501-25832 (Cairo:
Imprimerie de l’Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale, 1935), plates 8-9; G. Daressy, RecTrav
34 (1912): 46, 49-50; A. Gardiner, JEA 44 (1958): 12-15.
10

KRI IV: 327. II.22-28, §57 (A.17); RITA IV: 236.II.22-28, §57 (A.17).

11

KRI IV: 382. IV.1-3, §47 (A.1); RITA IV: 278.IV.1-3, §47 (A.1).
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more than once.12 Even more interesting is that the dating of this inscription reflects a
new reign, though the identity of this individual is still not given. It has been noted, most
forcefully by Janssen, that this date probably does not mark the actual time of death for
Seti II, but more likely indicates the day that this information reached Deir el Medina.13
Given that the location of Seti II when he died was probably in Lower Egypt at the
administrative capital of Pi-Ramesses, it would have taken a number of days for word to
reach Thebes.14 Helck originally proposed IV #Xt 28 as Seti’s day of death based on CG
25521, though admittedly this conclusion was based on supposed scribal errors.15 Both
Wente and Van Siclen (following Helck’s lead) accept this date as the latest time for
Seti’s death.16 More recently Helck has modified his views and now proposes I Prt 2 for

12

Koen Donker Van Heel, “Clusters of Individual Handwritings and the Duplication of
Information in the Administrative Documents from Deir el-Medina,” in Writing in a Workmen’s
Village: Scribal Practice in Ramesside Deir el-Medina by Koen Donker Van Heel and Ben J. J.
Haring Egyptologische Uitgaven, edited by Joris F. Borghouts, Robert J. Demarée, J. De Roos,
René Van Walsem, and Harco O. Willems, vol. 16 (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije
Oosten, 2003), 56.
13

Jacobus J. Janssen, Village Varia: Ten Studies on the History and Administration of
Deir el-Medina, Egyptologische Uitgaven 11 (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije
Oosten, 1997), 153-54.
14

It has been suggested that the amount of time needed for word to reach Thebes from
the Delta would have been about three weeks. See Amin A. M. A. Amer, “Continuity and
Change in New Kingdom Egypt: Aspects of International Relations and Internal Policies,” (Ph.D
diss., University of Liverpool, 1983), 28.
15

Wolfgang Helck, “Bemerkungen zu den Thronbesteigungsdaten im Neuen Reich,” in
Studia Biblica et Orientalia 3: Analecta Biblica 12 (Rome: Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1959): 123124. “Vielleicht liegt also sogar auf Kairo 25521 ein kleines Versehen des Schreibers vor (der
allerdings dann zweimal, auf recto wie verso, d. h. bei den Eintragungen für die ‘rechte’ und für
die ‘linke’ Seite am gleichen Tage sich versehen hätte), und wir haben den 4. #X.t, Tag 28 als den
Thronbesteigungstag Siptahs anzusehen.”
16

They also are in favor of this date for the accession of Siptah. Cf. Wente and Van
Siclen III, Studies in Honor of George R. Hughes, 235.
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the occurrence of Seti II’s death.17 However, as Janssen points out, “[t]his hardly leaves
any time for the transport to Thebes.”18 Though not as precise as we would like, Seti II’s
death can generally be assumed to have occurred sometime late in IV #Xt or early in I Prt.
The burial of Seti II is recorded on a graffito located above KV 14, Tausret’s tomb. It
reads: “regnal year 1… III Prt 11: Day of the burial of… Userkheperure.”19 This
inscription shows that Seti’s internment follows the announcement of his death by close
to three months. This is more or less in keeping with the traditional seventy-day period
of preparation for burial. As to the identify of the individual who presided over Seti’s
burial, we are given his identity further down on the aforementioned ostraca. In column
five of the verso, we are finally informed of Seti’s successor: “regnal year [1], [IV] Prt
21: Day of command concerning the work for Sekhaenre Setepenre, [l.p.h.], [son of Re],
Lord of Diadems, Ramesses-Siptah, l.p.h.”20 This date marks the commencement of
Siptah’s tomb, KV 47, but his accession must have come some time earlier. If Seti II
died at some point in IV #Xt, then it would follow that Siptah should have been crowned
during that month. As shown above, however, as late as I Prt 19, the name of the
successor seems to be unknown to the scribe. Might the fact that the repeated
17

Wolfgang Helck, “Begräbnis Pharaos,” in The Intellectual Heritage of Egypt: Studies
Presented to László Kákosy by Friends and Colleagues on the Occasion of his 60th Birthday, ed.
Ulrich Luft, (Budapest: La Chair d’Égyptologie de l’Université Eötvös Loráno de Budapest,
1992), 270, n. 12. Further endorsement for this date can also be found in R. J. Demarée, “The
King is Dead – Long Live the King,” GM 137 (1993): 52.
18

Janssen, Village Varia, 154, n. 45.

19

Hartwig Altenmüller, “Bemerkungen zu den neu gefundenen Daten im Grab der
Königin Twosre (KV 14) im Tal der Könige von Theben,” 147-148, Abb. 19. Cf. “Der
Begräbnistag Sethos II,” SAK 11 (1984): 37-38; “Das Graffito 551 aus der thebanischen
Nekropole,” SAK 21 (1994): 19-28.
20

KRI IV: 382. V.1, §47 (A.1); RITA IV: 278.V.1, §47 (A.1).
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announcement begins with a new regnal year signal that a new king had indeed been
chosen? This is indeed likely, though the omission of the new king’s name remains
problematic. One solution to this would be to see the situation surrounding Seti’s death
as somewhat chaotic, with there being more than one claimant to the throne. The most
likely players in this struggle would be Seti-Merenptah, the possible offspring of Seti II
(and likely Tausret) and Siptah. The details pertaining to Seti-Merenptah will be
discussed in the next chapter, though it will suffice to say that he is attested on only one
monument (in the Triple Bark Shrine of Seti II at Karnak Temple, Figures 1 and 2) and,
at least according to some, may be fictional.21 Assuming for the moment that he is not
fictional and survived his father’s death, he would have had the strongest claim to the
throne. What then explains the difficulty of this royal son in taking his rightful place on
his father’s throne? There really seems to be only two options: either he was too young
to assert his right or a powerful individual such as Bay prevented him from taking the
throne. This might explain Bay’s claim of being a “king-maker.” Thomas Schneider has
suggested something similar to the above, claiming that Seti-Merenptah was not fictional,
and that he lived until year four of Siptah.22 It must be said that the above scenario, while
within the realm of possibility, is simply put a highly imaginative reconstruction of
events based on inferences, but in no way supported by available primary sources. Thus,
the meaning surrounding the use of “another” by the Deir el-Medina workman remains
elusive. We can sum up the evidence for the accession date of Siptah by stating that it

21

See Wente, X-Ray Atlas of the Pharaohs, 147.

22

Schneider, ZÄS 130 (2003), 141ff. He bases this on his interpretation of CG 25792 as
announcing the death of Seti-Merenptah. For a discussion of this ostracon, see below.
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most likely ranges from IV #Xt 28 to as late as I Prt 19, the probable terminus ante quem
for his enthronement.23
The Length of Siptah’s Reign
The latest dated inscription with a regnal year from the reign of Siptah is found on
a graffito located at the South Temple of Buhen.24 The graffito depicts the “First
Charioteer of His Majesty, Royal Envoy to every foreign land, Webekhusen” in adoration
of the goddess Bastet, and is dated to regnal year six.25 There is no month or day given,
so the time of year cannot be ascertained from this document alone. However, one
document in particular might shed some light as to the exact length of Siptah’s rule. An
Ostracon from Deir el-Medina, O. Cairo CG 25792, records two official visits made by
the vizier Hori to the workmen, the first in II #Xt 24, and the second in IV #Xt 19.26 The
final line on the ostracon reads: “IV #Xt 22: Burial took place.”27 This is obviously
referring to a royal burial, but as no regnal year is given and the name of the king is

23

Erik Hornung, “The New Kingdom,” in Ancient Egyptian Chronology, eds. Erik
Hornung, Rolf Krauss, and David A. Warburton, (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 213. Kitchen suggests a
range from IV #Xt 29 to I Prt 4 for the accession date. See KRI VIII: 74.
24

PM VII: 134 (13E).

25

KRI IV: 365, §31, II.2:2; RITA IV: 264, §31, II.2:2; Archibald Henry Sayce,
“Gleanings from the Land of Egypt,” RecTrav 17 (1895): 161; G. Maspero, The Tomb of Siphtah,
xxiv; David Randall-MacIver and C. Leonard Woolley, Buhen, vol. 1, Text (Philadelphia:
University Museum, 1911), 36; idem, Buhen, vol. 2, Plates (Philadelphia: University Museum,
1911), pl. 12 (lower); Ricardo A. Caminos, The New-Kingdom Temples of Buhen, vol. 1 (London:
Egypt Exploration Society, Oxford University Press, 1974), 42, pl. 54.
26

KRI IV: 414-415, §55, II (A.27); RITA IV: 322, §55, II (A. 27); Černý, Ostraca
hiératiques, 1: 89-90, 112*; idem, Ostraca hiératiques, 2: pl. 108.
27

KRI IV: 414-415, §55, II (A.27); RITA IV: 322, §55, II (A. 27).
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omitted, whose burial is being referenced?28 Hori was appointed vizier sometime
between regnal year six, II Cmw 6 and I Prt [X] of Seti II’s rule and retained this post
through the reigns of the next three kings and into that of Ramesses III.29 We already
have the announcement of Seti II’s burial from the graffito above the entrance of
Tausret’s tomb, given as taking place in III Prt 11 during Siptah’s regnal year one, so O.
Cairo CG 25792 cannot be referring to Seti II.30 Given the circumstances at the end of
the Nineteenth Dynasty, it would seem unlikely that this date would belong to Tausret, as
it would imply that she was honored as a legitimate king by her predecessor Sethnakht, a
notion that is entirely inconsistent with the Twentieth Dynasty’s subsequent treatment of
her memory.31 It would also seem unlikely that this ostracon refers to Sethnakht’s burial,
for he appears to have died on I Cmw 25.32 It would seem then that it is the burial of
Siptah that is being recorded. As his highest attested regnal year is year six, his death
28

It can be deduced that a royal burial is being referred to because 1.) The vizier Hori is
directly involved and 2.) there are no announcements recording the burials on non-royal
individuals in this time period.
29

This information is recorded on O. Cairo CG 25538 and is is the last recorded date for
the previous vizier, Paraemheb, before his removal from office. Cf. KRI IV: 315, §54, (A.11);
RITA IV: 226, §54, (A. 11); Černý, Ostraca hiératiques, 1: 16, 34; idem, Ostraca hiératiques, 2:
pl. 23. Hori is first mentioned as Vizier on ODM 697. See KRI IV: 321, §54, (A.16); RITA IV:
229, §54, (A. 16). Cf. Wolfgang Helck, Zur Verwaltung des Mittleren und Neuen Reichs,
Probleme der Ägyptologie, ed. Hermann Kees, vol. 3 (Leiden-Köln: E. J. Brill, 1958), 328-329,
460-462; Černý, review of Zur Verwaltung des Mittleren und Neuen Reiches, by Wolfgang Helck,
BiOr 19, no. 3/4 (Mei–Juli 1962), 143.
30

Altenmüller, After Tutaankhamūn (1992): 147-148, Abb. 19.

31

It is not known exactly when Sethnakht commandeered Tausret’s tomb as his own.
The fact that he left much of the decorative scheme featuring Tausret intact, rather than removing
her images wholesale might suggest a joint burial. Cf. Janssen, Village Varia, 155, who states:
“A peaceful and ceremonial “interment” of Twosre in the Valley of the Kings seems less likely,
although admittedly this is not a fully decisive argument: stranger things have happened in
history.”
32

Ibid.
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would likely have occurred in this same year.33 However, it has been noted that a
comparison with the necropolis journal in Papyrus Greg shows that during regnal year six,
there was no work stoppage on this day and work in the necropolis continued as usual.34
This has led some scholars to conclude that Siptah must have ruled into regnal year
seven.35 If we take the traditional seventy day allotment for the completion of the
mummification process, and subtract this number from the date mentioned in O. Cairo
CG 25792, e.g. IV #Xt 22, then Siptah’s death would have occurred around II #Xt 12.36 If
we assume this does indeed refer to Siptah’s interment, then total length of his reign is
likely to have been either approximately five years and ten months or six years and ten
months. If we only consider the last unquestionable date for Siptah (regnal year six,
absent a month or day), then it is very difficult to estimate a time frame more specific
than more than five years but less than six years.
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This viewpoint is supported by T. Schneider, ZÄS 130 (2003), 144, and Rolf Krauss,
“Zur Chronologie des Neuen Reiches,” Orientalistische Literaturzeitung: Monatsschrift für die
Wissenschaft vom Vorderen Orient und seine Beziehungen zum Kulturkreis des Mittelmeers 90,
no.3 (May/June, 1995): 247-248; A. Dodson, Poisoned Legacy, 111.
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P. Greg, Verso B19, whereabouts unknown. For the recent history of this piece, see
Alan B. Lloyd, “Editorial Foreword,” JEA 65 (1979): 3. KRI V: 444, §215, (A.7); RITA V: 226,
§215, (A.7).
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W. Helck, “Begräbnis Pharaos,” 270; Jürgen von Beckerath, Chronologie des
ägyptischen Neuen Reiches, Hildesheimer Ägyptologische Beiträge, ed. Arne Eggebrecht and
Bettina Schmitz, no. 39 (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1994), 74.
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89

Table 4. Key dates from the reign of Siptah

The Accession Date of Tausret
We are not as fortunate to have the kind of data for Tausret that would produce an
accession date as precise as that of Siptah’s.37 There has at present been no inscriptional
evidence found which can be dated to Tausret’s regnal years one through five. The
earliest plausible inscriptions which might date to her reign are two hieratic graffito, each
located in two side-chambers of the tomb of KV 14, first discovered by R. Caminos in the
early 1950s.38 The chamber, which has been designated Ka contains the following date:
“regnal year six, II #Xt 18.”39 The graffito in the second chamber, labeled Kb, also bears
a regnal year six date, but it breaks off after “second month of….”40 Of course, these

37

However, if O. Cairo CG 25792 does indeed refer to the burial of Siptah, then
Tausret’s accession should have come a couple of months earlier.
38

A. Gardiner, JEA 40 (1953), 43.
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H. Altenmüller, After Tutaankhamūn (1992): 149-154.
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Ibid. Caminos originally misread this regnal year as ‘7.’ Cf. Altenmüller, “Das Grab
der Königin Tausret (KV 14). Bericht über eine archäologische Unternehmung,” GM 84 (1985):
9-10; idem, SAK 11 (1984): 44, n. 27.
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dates could theoretically belong to Siptah, as they do not include a king’s name.
Marianne Eaton-Krauss has suggested that the dates mark new phases of work completed
on Tausret’s tomb, and proposes that this was probably done under her sole reign.41 As
we do not have an indisputable dated inscription with a specific month for regnal year six
associated with Siptah,42 we cannot entirely rule this date out as belonging to either king.
If O. Cairo CG 25792 does indeed reference Siptah’s burial, and if his death occurred the
traditional seventy days prior, it is possible that Tausret began a new building phase on
her tomb during “regnal year six, II #Xt 18” to reflect her new role as king. If this string
of evidence is correctly interpreted, it would seem somewhat odd that new work on
Tausret’s tomb would have been begun while final preparations were being made for
Siptah’s burial. As for the absence of documentation dating to regnal years one through
five for Tausret, it has long been presumed that the queen arrogated all of Siptah’s six
regnal years as her own.43 If this is indeed the case (and it seems most likely), then this
was a less than subtle way for Tausret to declare the illegitimacy of the boy-king, and
thus deem herself as the rightful heir and successor to her husband upon his death. In
light of this situation, to issue a formal accession announcement would somehow
undermine the claim that she had been king all along. Thus, it is unlikely that an

41

Marianne Eaton-Krauss, “Review of C. N. Reeves, Valley of the Kings: The Decline
of a Royal Necropolis (London and New York, 1990),” in BiOr 49
(1992), 711.
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This of course would require that either O. Cairo CG 25792 does NOT refer to
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Beckerath, JEA 48 (1962), 72. Cf. Wente and Van Siclen III, Studies in Honor of
George R. Hughes, 235.
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accession date was ever recorded for Tausret.44 We may tentatively regard O. Cairo CG
25792 as providing the only credible evidence for when Tausret’s sole rule began, and
this would allow us to mark it’s beginning sometime after II #Xt 12 either in regnal year
six or seven.
The Length of Tausret’s Reign
Although Manetho records a seven-year reign for his “Thuoris,” he (or perhaps
his sources) were undoubtedly influenced by Tausret’s own preference for assigning
Siptah’s regnal years to that of her own reign. As mentioned above, with no attestations
of her years one through five, and with the only possible year six inscriptions lacking a
king’s name, the earliest certain date for Tausret comes from her regnal year seven. In
the remains of the mortuary temple of Thutmosis III at Deir el-Bahri, there is a graffito
recording a visit made by the scribe Thutemhab and Nakht[……], the Chief of the
Medjay in regnal year seven, II Cmw 28 to the mortuary temple of Tausret to make
offerings to the cult statue of Amun which was reposing there during the Beautiful
Festival of the Valley.45 Several inscriptions confirm that Tausret ruled at least until
regnal year eight. Two of these are on ostraca discovered by Georges Daressy in 1899 in
the tomb of Ramesses III (KV 11).46 The first, O. Deir el-Medina 594, records work
done by one of the draughtsmen named Neferhotep for Paneb, most likely the same Chief
44

Cf. Janssen, Village Varia, 156.

45

Deir el-Bahri, Graffito No. 3. KRI IV: 376-377, XII §41; RITA IV: 273-274, XII §41;
Marek Marciniak, Les Inscriptions hiératiques du Temple de Thoutmosis III, Deir el Bahari I
(Warsaw: Centre d'Archéologie Mediterranéen et Centre Polonais d'Archéologie Mediterranéen
dans la RAU, 1974), 59-60, no. 3, pl. III and IIIA. The Beautiful Festival of the Valley will be
discussed further below in relation to both the present graffito and one dating to the reign of
Ramesses III.
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Workman who had worked in the necropolis since the time of Ramesses II, and to whom
so many scandalous acts were attributed.47 As he served under only two kings who have
an eighth regnal year, the possibilities are that this document either dates from the reign
of Merenptah or Tausret.48 The date given is “regnal year eight, III Prt 5.”49 The second,
O. Cairo CG 25293, contains four lines, the first of which contains date “regnal year eight,
IV…” but the remainder is damaged.50 The second line includes the cartouche of Tausret,

47

These accusations are set forth in Papyrus Salt 124 (BM 10055), which possibly dates
to the reign of Siptah. See KRI IV: 408-414, A.26, §54; RITA IV: 291-294, A.26, §54; Jaroslav
Černý, “Papyrus Salt 124 (Brit. Mus. 10055),” JEA 15, parts 3 and 4 (November 1929): 242-58,
pls. 42-46; Schafik Allam, Hieratische Ostraka und Papyri aus der Ramessidenzeit, vol. 1, Text
(Tübingen: Privately Printed, 1973), 281-287; idem, Hieratische Ostraka und Papyri aus der
Ramessidenzeit, vol. 2, Tafel (Tübingen: Privately Printed, 1973), pls. 84-85; Benedict G. Davies,
Egyptian Historical Inscriptions of the Nineteenth Dynasty, Documenta Mundi Aegyptiaca 2
(Jonsered, Sweden: Paul Åströms, 1997), 343-354; Pascal Vernus, Affairs and Scandals in
Ancient Egypt, trans. from the French by David Lorton (Ithaca, New York: Cornel University
Press, 2003), 70-86. For Paneb, see Morris Bierbrier, “Paneb Rehabilitated?” in Deir el-Medina
in the Third Millennium AD: A Tribute to Jac. J. Janssen, ed. Robert J. Demarée and A. Egberts
(Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten, 2000), 51-54; idem, “Notes on Deir elMedina II: The Career of Paneb,” JSSEA 8, no. 4 (August 1978): 138-40; idem, The Late New
Kingdom in Egypt (c. 1300~664 B.C.), Liverpool Monographs in Archaeology and Oriental
Studies (Warminster, England: Aris & Phillips, 1975), 22-23; Benedict G. Davies, Who’s Who at
Deir el-Medina: A Prosopographic Study of the Royal Workmen’s Community, Egyptologische
Uitgaven 13 (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor het Nabije Oosten, 1999), 34-39; Toby Wilkinson,
Lives of the Ancient Egyptians (New York: Thames & Hudson, 2007), 259-261; J. Černý, A
Community of Workmen at Thebes in the Ramesside Period, 3d ed. Bibliothèque d’Étude, vol. 50
(Cairo: Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale du Caire, 2004), 300-305.
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so there is no problem with the date’s attribution, but the fourth line bears an additional
dating element, […..]Cmw day […..].51 The meaning of this second date is unusual,
though it is possible that Cmw might also be the season for the damaged portion in line
one.52 This suggestion is tenuous at best, and there is presently no consensus among
scholars.53 The final attestation of a year eight for Tausret comes from her mortuary
temple at Gournah. A hieratic inscription was discovered upon one of the foundation
blocks (FB 2) in 2011 by the University of Arizona team directed by Richard Wilkinson
and gives the date “regnal year eight, II Cmw 29.”54 As this was a foundation inscription,
and given that her temple, although never fully realized, was at least partially completed,
it stands to reason that at least some time must have passed before her demise and work
ceased on the construction. At any rate, this remains the latest secure date for Tausret’s
51

KRI IV: 408, A.25, §53; RITA IV: 291, A.25, §53.
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R. Krauss, “An Egyptian Chronology for Dynasties XIII to XXV,” in The
Synchronisation of Civilisations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the Second Millennium B.C. III:
Proceedings of the SCIEM 2000-2nd EuroConference, Vienna, 28th of May-1st of June 2003, ed.
Manfred Bietak and Ernst Czerny (Wien: Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007),
180.
53

Altenmüller believes the month of Prt was originally in line one. See idem, “Tausret
und Sethnacht,” JEA 68 (1982), 114.
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Now labeled Foundation Block Text 4. See Richard Wilkinson, “Tausert Temple
Project: 2010-11 Season,” The Ostracon: The Journal of the Egyptian Study Society, 22 (Fall
2011), 8, fig. 4. Additional foundation inscriptions were discovered in previous seasons.
Foundation Block Text 2 was found in the 2007 excavation season and bears the date “regnal year
seven, I #XT 23,” and this is the earliest dated inscription found at the temple, so construction most
likely began late in the latter half of year seven. The original publication with a mistranslation of
this inscription is idem, “Tausert Temple Project: 2007 Season,” The Ostracon, 18, No. 1
(Summer 2007), 7, fig. 9. The corrected translation appears in idem, “Tausert Temple Project:
2008 Season,” The Ostracon, 19, No. 1 (Fall 2008), 7. A year earlier in 2006, Foundation Block
Text 1 was discovered, and it bears the date “regnal year eight, I Cmw 24.” See idem., “Tausert
Temple Project: 2006 Season,” The Ostracon: The Journal of the Egyptian Study Society, 17, No.
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three above) have recently been re-examined. See Robert J. Demarée, “Hieratic Texts,” in The
Temple of Tausret: The University of Arizona Egyptian Expedition Tausret Temple Project, 20042011, ed. Richard H. Wilkinson, (Tucson, AZ: The University of Arizona Egyptian Expedition,
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reign. There has of yet been found no record of an announcement of her death. In
summary, the possible duration for Tausret’s reign according to the available evidence
are regnal year six, II #Xt 18 (if we take O. Cairo CG 25792 as belonging to her reign
rather than Siptah’s), or possibly slightly earlier at II #Xt 12 (if Cairo CG 25792 refers to
Siptah’s burial) to regnal year eight, II Cmw 29, giving her a reign of some two years and
eight months. This figure would be reduced by one regnal year if CG 25792 were to date
to regnal year seven. If the damaged month on O. Cairo CG 25293 is interpreted as Cmw,
based on this season’s reference in the second line of the ostracon, then the fourth month
of Cmw would be the last attestation of Tausret, giving her a reign lasting some two or
possibly three additional months. However, given the very recent conclusions regarding
Tausret’s mortuary temple, a regnal year nine seems a very high probability for Tausret.
The date year eight, II Cmw 29 is on a foundation block, and thus would have marked an
early stage in the construction of the temple. Wilkinson believes that the temple was
“largely structurally completed,” though bearing minimal decoration.55 Therefore,
additional months would have been required to bring the temple to near completion, and
as the temple construction would have ceased upon Tausret’s death, it seems evident that
a ninth regnal year should be assigned to her.
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Richard H. Wilkinson, “History of the Temple,” in The Temple of Tausret: The
University of Arizona Egyptian Expedition Tausret Temple Project, 2004-2011, 166.

95

Table 5. Key dates from the reign of Tausret

The Accession Date of Sethnakht
Many of the same problems that accompany the attempt to determine the
accession date for Tausret are also present for Sethnakht, with the additional
complication of the possibility of an interregnum between the reigns of these two
individuals. There are no monuments or inscriptions for Sethnakht that date to year one.
It is possible that year one inscriptional evidence may yet surface, though given the
dearth of monumental or inscriptional evidence for Sethnakht, this is not entirely
unexpected. If we consider that Tausret’s latest attested regnal year is Year 8, II Cmw 29,
then Sethnakht’s accession date could fall no earlier than III or IV Cmw. As it is likely
that Tausret ruled into her year nine, it is during that time that Sethnakht ultimately
gained the throne.
There is a second possibility for the location of Sethnakht’s accession date,
although it is found in an unlikely place and does not fit the prescribed model for
accession dates. It is inscribed on the earliest dated monument from the reign of
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Sethnakht, a stela from Elephantine Island, which was discovered in 1972.56 This stela
will be discussed more in two later chapters, but suffice it to say that it bears the
inscription: “regnal year two, II Cmw 10.”57 Two things warrant attention regarding this
part of the stela. First, quite unlike the usual placement of the dating formula at the
beginning of the inscription, the date on this stela is not mentioned until halfway through
the inscription. Second, the statement following the date is most interesting.
Immediately following the date is the proclamation: nn rqyw n Hm.f onX(w) wD#(w)

snb(w) m t#w nbw “There were no opponents against His Majesty, l.p.h., in all the
lands.”58 Such a specific date preceding the announcement of the defeat of the king’s
enemies seems to indicate the cessation of a specific conflict, the duration of which may
well have lasted through the second year of his reign. It has been suggested that, due to
the events mentioned in the inscription, this date may actually mark the accession of
Sethnakht.59 If so, then Sethnakht’s reign would mirror that of Tausret’s in one important
respect: they both appropriate the regnal years of their predecessor.60
The possibility of an interregnum between the Nineteenth and Twentieth
dynasties is suggested by a portion of the historical retrospect found in Great Harris
56

Bidoli, MDAIK 28 (1973): 192 ff., pl. 49.
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KRI V: 671, §251 (13); RITA V: 7-8, §251 (13).
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KRI V: 671, §251 (13).

59

See Beckerath, “Zur Regierung Sethnachtes,” in Studies Kákosy, 63-68; idem,
Chronologie des ägyptischen Neuen Reiches, 75-76; Wente and Van Siclen III, Studies in Honor
of George R. Hughes, 237; KRI VIII: 75.
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follow their earlier Eighteenth dynasty predecessor, Hatshepsut. Cf. Morris Bierbrier, “What’s in
a Name?,” Archív orientální: Journal of the Czechoslovak Oriental Institute 69 (2001): 585.
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Papyrus (pBM EA 9999).61 In this section, the time preceding Sethnakht’s kingship is
described as a time of lawlessness, with Egypt being “without a ‘wr’ (chief) for many
years.”62 After this period, another ensued consisting of “rnpwt Swtyw” (empty years)63
in which a Syrian named Irsu set himself up as a prince and ruled Egypt. In both
descriptions, there is a complete lack of specificity in regards to how much time has
elapsed. The gods subsequently chose Sethnakht to restore order, and thus with his
accession ends the period of chaos. The historical implications of the events described
here will be discussed in a later chapter, but for now it is necessary only to consider the
“empty” years mentioned in the text.
If taken literally, this would suggest that some time passed from the end of
Tausret’s reign until Sethnakht managed to gain the throne. Some years ago, this view of
an interregnum was supported by a number of scholars, however, in more recent times,
the idea has become somewhat passé.64 Also, the identity of Irsu is paramount to
understanding if this account is to be understood historically, even while recognizing its
literary qualities. Gardiner took the grouping

to refer not to a proper name
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Pierre Grandet, Le Papyrus Harris I (BM 9999), 2nd ed., 2 vols. (Cairo: Institut
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Columbia University 5 (1974), 232, n. 26.
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“Irsu” but to a fictitious one (or as Dodson puts it, a “circumlocution”)65 meaning
something like “the one who made himself,” i.e. an upstart with no royal blood.66 Aldred
later picked up this idea and added that in its context it meant something like “Parvenu”
or “Upstart Syrian.”67 This notion of using a fictional name to conceal the identity of a
notorious individual is not unusual, as it was employed in the case of Akhenaten, who
after his death and eventual damnatio memoriae, was sometimes referred to as “the rebel”
and “the enemy from Akhet-Aten.”68
If we take this “self-made” foreigner as a euphemism for Bay, a serious historical
problem presents itself: Sethnakht could not possibly have defeated Bay, as the latter was
executed in Siptah’s fifth regnal year.69 This could be a case of telescoping history,
where a previous time period and its events are compressed and jumbled to serve an
ideological purpose. In the case of the Great Harris Papyrus, if indeed Bay and Irsu are
one and the same, he casts a shadow over the reigns of Siptah and Tausret, and he plays
the role of opponent to Sethnakht, when in reality this part would have been played by
Tausret or some unknown rival claimant to the throne. Either way, the lack of specificity
in the text does not lend strong support for an interregnum, and we will see in the
following section that an interregnum seems highly doubtful.
65
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The Length of Sethnakht’s Reign
Until recently, the latest attested date for Sethnakht was “regnal year two, III Cmw 24,”
known from O. Petrie UC 19614, a divorce document of one of the necropolis workmen,
Hesysunebef.70 A possible year three attestation, Stela no. 271 from the Temple of
Hathor at Serabit el-Khadim in Sinai, is inconclusive, as only two strokes appear after
“rnpt Hsbt,“ before damage obscures what could be another stroke.71 However, on
December 11, 2006, a stela was discovered along the Avenue of the Sphinxes in Luxor
by Mansour Boraik while excavating there.72 The stela, (now assigned the number 37 in
the Abu al-Gud magazine), was dedicated by the High Priest of Amun-Re Bakenkhonsu,
and was likely originally set up in Karnak Temple.73 (Figure 12) The date of this
inscription appears on the first horizontal line and is “regnal year four.” It is somewhat
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ed. R. J. Demarée and J. J. Janssen (Leiden: Netherlands Instituut vor het Nabije Oosten, 1982),
1-2; V. Raisman, “Hieratic Ostraca in the Petrie Collection,” in Akten des vierten Internationalen
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Figure 12. Stela of Bakhenkhonsu from Regnal Year 4 of Sethnakhte (Photo by Mansour
Boraik).

unusual that no month or day is given, but nevertheless is the latest attested year for
Sethnakht to date. We have the accession date for Sethnakht’s son and successor,
Ramesses III, which is I Cmw 26.74 It would seem likely then that Sethnakht’s death will
have come sometime in regnal year four during I Cmw (possibly day 25).75
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The accession date for Ramesses III was included in the Festival Calendar of Medinet
Habu (553), specifically in the portion describing the Coronation Festival of the King, as well as
on an ostracon from Deir el-Medina. For Medinet Habu, see KRI V: 140, “List 19,” §44; The
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The question then remains, did Sethnakht rule for a full four years, or was his
reign actually much shorter? Rolf Krauss has argued that two graffiti at Deir el-Bahri
might provide the answer.76 The first of these graffiti, Deir el-Bahri, Graffito No. 3, has
already been briefly discussed above, and bears the date regnal year seven, II Cmw 28,
and dates to Tausret’s reign as it is her mortuary temple that is mentioned. The second
graffito, dating from the reign of Ramesses III, is Deir el-Bahri, Graffito No. 10, which
records the date “regnal year seven, III Cmw 9.”77 These graffiti are recorded during the
“Beautiful Festival of the Valley” which occurred during the second or third month of
Cmw annually.78 During this festival, the cult statues of Amun, Mut, and Khonsu were
transported from Karnak temple across the Nile to the West Bank to make various visits
to a number of shrines associated with Hathor, and during the festival they would spend
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und NR-ein Zwischenbericht,” GM 70 (1984): 41; idem, “An Egyptian Chronology for Dynasties
XIII to XXV,” 180.
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the night in the mortuary temple of the reigning king.79 One such area where the cult of
Hathor had grown up during the course of the Nineteenth Dynasty was the mortuary
temple of Thutmosis III at Deir el-Bahri, and here a number of visitors left graffiti to
commemorate their trip.80 This is in fact the nature of the above two inscriptions. Krauss
has postulated that, based on the Medinet Habu Calendar and the graffiti at Deir el-Bahri,
the festival was linked to the lunar calendar, and seems to have begun on lunar day one.81
According to Krauss, this is the day the cult statues crossed the Nile to stay at the
mortuary temple of the ruling king, and then the following day, lunar day two, they
would return to Karnak temple.82 If both of these graffiti were created on lunar day one,
then Krauss has proposed a distance of one hundred and twenty-four lunar months (ten
years and eleven days) between regnal year seven, II Cmw28 of Tausret and regnal year
seven, III Cmw 9 of Ramesses III.83 If this is correct, then there is not enough room for an
interregnum of any kind, and in fact it would support a reign of fewer than three years for
Sethnakht, and not the four years that the Bakenkhonsu stela would suggest. Although
neither a month or day is provided on the stela, it appears very likely that it could not
have been produced any later than I Cmw of Sethnakht’s year four. If we take regnal year
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Nigel & Helen Strudwick, Thebes in Egypt: A Guide to the Tombs and Temples of
Ancient Luxor (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999), 78-79.
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two, II Cmw 10 as a theoretical accession date, then the span from that date until the
accession date of Ramesses III, I Cmw 26, would be less than two years.
Anthony Spalinger and Thomas Schneider, however, have questioned whether or
not it can be said with certainty that the Beautiful Festival of the Valley always began on
either the first or second day of the lunar month. Spalinger posits that “the event was
determined by the moon but set within a specific civil month [second month of Cmw] in
the standard operating calendar. What probably happened was the naked eye sighting of
psDntjw, a relatively simple operation.”84 Schneider cites as proof the example of O.
Cairo CG 25538 (discussed above), which dates to regnal year six, II Cmw 25 and records
the “day of Amun’s sailing to the town.”85 This description seems to imply that the cult
statue of Amun was returning to Karnak temple, and as such would mean that this feast
lasted much longer than the two days suggested by Krauss, and this date would indicate a
duration of nineteen days for the feast (assuming a lunar day one start).86 Whatever the
starting date and duration of the festival, Schneider does agree that Deir el-Bahri, Graffito
No. 3 dates to lunar day one,87 and we know from the Medinet Habu Calendar that Deir
el-Bahri, Graffito No. 10 also occurs on lunar day one. Thus, Spalinger and Schneider
84

A. Spalinger, Personal communication. November 4, 2011.
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T. Schneider, “Conjectures about Amenmesse: Historical, Biographical,
Chronological,” in Ramesside Studies in Honour of K. A. Kitchen, ed. Mark
Collier and Steven Snape (Bolton: Rutherford Press, 2011), 103; KRI IV: 315, §54, (A.11); RITA
IV: 226, §54, (A. 11); Černý, Ostraca hiératiques, 1: 16, 34; idem, Ostraca hiératiques, 2: pl. 23;
Stefan Wimmer, Hieratische Paläographie der Nicht-Literarischen Ostraka der 19. Und 20.
Dynastie, vol. I (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 1995), 58.
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could both be right about the date of the festival, and it would not affect the argument that
a ten-year gap is to be found between the two graffiti. Ultimately, the length of
Sethnakht’s reign depends upon one’s interpretation of the above data. If Sethnakht
appropriated Tausret’s years (her actual years as sole king), then the duration of his reign
will have been one year, eleven months, and 15 days.88 If Sethnakht did not usurp her
years, then he will have ruled three plus years, though without an accession date, it is
impossible to say anything other than that he ruled for less than four years.89

Table 6. Key dates from the reign of Sethnakht

Conclusion
As for the length of time encompassed by the reigns of Siptah, Tausret, and
Sethnakht, it does not seem likely that simple computation of latest attested regnal years
for the respective kings would yield a satisfactory figure. As argued above, Tausret is not
88

This interpretation relies upon Siptah ruling into his year seven. If he died during his
year six, and/or if CG 25792 can both refer to Siptah AND be dated to regnal year six, then the
possibility of Sethnakht appropriating Tausret’s years becomes unsustainable, and thus II Cmw 10
could not be a theoretical accession date.
89

A pharaoh’s reign was counted by starting with his accession date, so that upon the
anniversary of his accession date, a new regnal year began. Without knowing Sethnakht’s
accession date, we are unable to surmise how far into Sethnakt’s fourth regnal year I Cmw 25 was.
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likely to have ruled the eight (or nine) regnal years that she claims, nor is Sethnakht
likely to have reigned four years. Both of these kings probably had reigns that each fell
just short of two full years. In the case of Tausret, there is solid evidence that she simply
assumed Siptah’s prior regnal years as her own upon his death. The years from the death
of Seti II to the death of Siptah were then considered by Tausret retroactively to be hers
all along. These conclusions could of course be altered by the discovery of an additional
inscription that would extend her reign or provide a date of her burial. For Sethnakht, the
evidence at this point is still equivocal, as it is possible that a year one inscription may yet
turn up. In all, the span of time from the accession of Siptah to the accession of
Ramesses III seems to be a period lasting approximately ten years, though it is also
possible to extend this to twelve years if Sethnakht is given a reign of three plus years.
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Table 7. Dates from the reigns of Siptah, Tausret, and Sethnakht
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CHAPTER 5
FOREIGN ACTIVITY DURING THE LATE NINETEENTH AND EARLY
TWENTIETH DYNASTIES
The nature of the Egyptian presence in and interaction with Syria-Palestine, the
Sinai, and Nubia after the reign of Merenptah is difficult to ascertain, as there is only a
paucity of diplomatic data extant from the reigns of Seti II through Sethnakht. This could
be interpreted as a lack of Egyptian activity outside of its borders for this span of time,
though as it is often said, “absence of evidence does not always mean evidence of
absence.” It must, however, be stated at the outset that we have no known direct
communications between these pharaohs and foreign rulers, though we may have at least
one letter between an Egyptian official and a king of Ugarit that dates from this period,
which will be discussed further below. Additionally, no evidence has thus far been found
to suggest that even small-scale military campaigns were carried out against any foreign
powers at this time. What follows is an attempt to critically examine the sources that are
available in order to at least make a responsible assessment of the scope of Egyptian
activity with her neighbors to the north and south, from the accession of Siptah until the
death of Sethnakht.
Syria-Palestine
Ugarit
An intriguing piece of foreign correspondence that may shed some light on
Egypt’s interactions with Syria-Palestine during the late Nineteenth Dynasty, possibly
during the reign of Siptah, was found as part of a stash of cuneiform tablets uncovered in
a residential quarter known as the “House of Urtenu” (room 2053) at Ras Shamra
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(Ugarit) in 1986 by the Mission de Ras Shamra under the direction of Marguerite Yon.1
One of these tablets, RS 86.2230 (Damascus Museum inv. 7767), is of particular interest
to this study. Written in Akkadian, the diplomatic language of the ancient Near East, the
document contains the remnant of a communication from an Egyptian official to the last
king of Ugarit, Hammurapi. Though the body of the letter is not legible due to its
damaged state, the address is preserved.2 The preserved portion of the letter reads as
follows:
um-‐ma	
  Ibe-‐e-‐ia	
  
lú	
  gal	
  erim.meš	
  Xu-‐ra-‐de4.meš	
  
ša	
  lugal	
  gal	
  lugal	
  kur	
  mi-‐iṣ-‐ri-‐m[a]	
  

	
  

a-‐na	
  Iam-‐mu-‐ra-‐ap-‐e	
  	
  lugal	
  kur	
  ú[ga-‐ri-‐it]	
  
qi-‐bi-‐ma	
  
___________________________________________________	
  
lú-‐ú	
  šul-‐mu	
  a-‐na	
  muh-‐hi-‐ka	
  
___________________________________________________	
  
a-‐na-‐ku	
  a-‐qa-‐ab-‐bi	
  a-‐na	
  da-‐ma-‐ni	
  
a-‐na	
  dutu	
  diškur	
  dingir.meš	
  ša	
  kur	
  mi-‐iṣ-‐ri	
  
ma-‐a	
  li-‐iṣ-‐ṣu-‐r[u	
  
___________________________________________________	
  
ša-‐ni-‐t[am	
  
x	
  [	
  
…………………………………………………………………….	
  
[x	
  x	
  š]i	
  a-‐na	
  ka-‐a-‐ša	
  
	
  
Thus says Beya, Chief of the troops of the
Great King, King of the land of Egypt, to
Hammurapi, King of the land of Ugarit
saying: Greetings! I myself declare to Amun,
to Re and to Seth, the gods of the land of
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M. Yon, J. Gachet, P. Lombard, “Fouilles de Ras Shamra-Ougarit 1984-1987 (44e-47e
campagnes),” in Syria 64, no.3 (1987): 185-187.
2

Marguerite Yon, “The End of the Kingdom of Ugarit,” in The Crisis Years: The 12th
Century B.C. From Beyond the Danube to the Tigris, eds. William A. Ward and Martha Sharp
Joukowsky (Dubuque, IA: Kendall/Hunt, 1992), 119.
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Egypt…that they may protect…. And
secondly…to you.3
The sender is identified as “Beya, Chief of the troops of the Great King, King of
the land of Egypt,” and the fragment also includes a request for protection by the gods
Amun, Re, and Seth.4 Given that Hammurapi was the last king of Ugarit before its
destruction, which occurred sometime between 1195-1185 B.C.,5 the date of the tablet
lends credibility to the identification of this Beya with the official named Bay who began
his career during the reign of Seti II and came to prominence under Siptah. Freu indeed
makes this association, believing the letter to date to roughly the third regnal year of
Siptah. He reaches this conclusion in part based on the fact that, at that time, there were
no attestations of Bay in the Egyptian records after year four of Siptah.6 Thanks to the
recent discovery of O.IFAO 1864 recording the date of the execution of Bay,7 we have a
firm terminus post quem of Siptah’s fifth regnal year for this particular missive between
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Transliteration and translation based on that in Marguerite Yon and Daniel Arnaud,
Études Ougaritiques I: Travaux 1985-1995 (Paris: Éditions Recherche sur les Civilisations,
2001), 278-279.
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Itamar Singer, “A Political History of Ugarit,” in Handbook of Ugaritic Studies, eds.
Wilfred G.E. Watson and Nicolas Wyatt (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 714, fn. 367. The first substantial
discussion of this tablet was that of Jacques Freu, “La Tablette RS 86.2230 et la Phase Finale du
Royaume d’Ugarit,” in Syria 65, no.3 (1988): 395. In the earlier publication by Yon et al, Syria
64, no.3 (1987), 187, the authors mistakenly identify the sender as a “Peya” who they believe
held the office of vizier under Sethnakhte. The identity was then modified to “Beya” (though still
thought to be a vizier under Sethnakhte) by Pierre Bordreuil in “Les découvertes épigraphiques
récentes à Ras Ibn Hani et à Ras Shamra, Comptes-rendus des séances de l’Académie des
Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, no. 2 (1987), 297. Freu concludes that the “Beya” mentioned in the
tablet is none other than the “king-maker” Bay who served under the Pharoah Siptah, not
Sethnakhte.
3

5

Marguerite Yon, “The End of the Kingdom of Ugarit,”120. Cf. Robert Drews, The End
of the Bronze Age: Changes in Warfare and the Catastrophe Ca. 1200 B.C. (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1993), 6.
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Egypt and Ugarit. However, can there be any doubt that the Beya of this letter might not
be the Chancellor Bay who served under Siptah?8 At least two prominent Egyptologists,
Kitchen and Dodson, believe that there is good evidence to suggest that the sender of this
letter has been misidentified. Dodson notes that the title given in RS 86.2230 is not
attested among Bay’s known titles from Egyptian sources and therefore concludes that
“while the similarity of the names is interesting, it seems all but certain that another
individual is involved.”9 Kitchen is even more forceful in rejecting this identification,
stating that the letter “cannot have been sent by the famous Bay whose title was
Superintendant of the (Royal) Seal–and never Chief of the bodyguard or Vizier in any
known document.”10 Kitchen’s comments are interesting, for he has based his
conclusions largely on the idea that the sender was a vizier, a title that the excavators at
Ras Shamra mistakenly attributed to Bay in their discussions of the piece, but which is
not actually represented in the Akkadian of the tablet.11 Kitchen does not appear to be
aware of this, which may explain his somewhat dogmatic negative conclusion, for he
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A. Dodson, Poisoned Legacy, 78.
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Kenneth A. Kitchen, review of The End of the Bronze Age: Changes in Warfare and
the Catastrophe ca. 1200 B.C., by Robert Drews, Journal of Semitic Studies XL no.1 (Spring
1995): 86-87. He goes on to state: “So, it is better to identify the Ras Shamra Beya with some
Chief of the bodyguard and/or (northern) Vizier *Piay, otherwise unknown to us—which robs
this tablet of any chronological value.”
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This can be seen as early as the first preliminary report published by the expedition, P.
Bordreuil, CRAI 1987, 297. This mistake was repeated in further scholarship by members of the
team, notably in M. Yon et al, Syria 64, no.3 (1987), 187, and in M. Yon, ““The End of the
Kingdom of Ugarit,” 119. Freu, in his 1988 article, merely mentions what has previously been
said by these scholars, but he gives no indication that he believes Bay to have been a vizier, and
certainly doesn’t imply that this title might be part of the Akkadian inscription. What we seem to
have here is simply a case of Kitchen misreading the Freu article and coming to the conclusion
that the title vizier is among those in the letter. A closer look at the early literature discussing RS
86.2230 makes it clear that this title was never thought to have been present in the inscription.
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seems to think that Freu and others are claiming the title vizier is to be found in the letter.
Rather, the excavators, when referring to the sender of the letter in their excavation
accounts, mistakenly applied a designation to the Beya of the text that we know the
Chancellor Bay never held.12 Further, Dodson and Kitchen are correct in stating that Bay
is not known to have held the title of “Chief of the troops of the Great King,” though this
by itself should not invalidate the identity of the sender as being the “king-maker” Bay.
Can we be certain, for example, that we know every title that Bay held? It could very
well be that this title associated with Bay may surface in the future. In addition, as Singer
has noted, “transmitting official titles from one language to the other is always difficult,
particularly so in the case of Egyptian titles.”13 As there does not appear to be a direct
equivalent for this title in Egyptian sources, we must be careful not to be too dogmatic in
our conclusions, either for or against identification of Beya as Chancellor Bay. The facts
are at present that a high-standing Egyptian official sent correspondence to Hammurapi,
king of Ugarit, who ruled ca. 1200-1185 B.C.14 That an official is corresponding directly
with this king is most unusual and is evidence of his exalted status and authority. It is
unfortunate that the sender of the letter does not give the name of the king whom he
serves, for this would certainly clarify matters. Nevertheless, while the Beya of the letter
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The lone piece of evidence which might point towards Bay having held this title is in
the Triple Bark Shrine of Seti II in the chapel of Khonsu (East Wall) where among his titles is to
be found t#jtj [n] t# r Dr.f , but in this case should probably be taken as an honorific and translated
“administrator” rather than vizier. See further discussion in chapter six.
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Itamar Singer, “A Political History of Ugarit,” 715. For some attempts to correlate
cuneiform and Egyptian titles, cf. Itamar Singer, “TakuXlinu and Haya: Two Governors in the
Ugaritic Letter from Tel Aphek,” Tel Aviv: Journal of the Institute of Archaeology of Tel Aviv
University 10 no.1 (1983): 20-21; Elmar Edel, Die Ägyptisch-hethitische Korrespondenz aus
Bogazköi in babylonischer und hethitischer Sprache vol. II Kommentar (Opladen: Westdeutscher
Verlag, 1994), 277ff.
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Marguerite Yon, The City of Ugarit at Tell Ras Shamra (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2006), 24.

	
  

112

cannot be unequivocally identified as Chancellor Bay, given the uncommon occurrence
of this name in the Egyptian sources, it seems unlikely (though not impossible) that
another official bore this unusual name and also served in such an important capacity
during this particular period (ca. end of the 12th century B.C.). Regardless of the specific
identity of the official, this letter at the very least indicates that Egypt had ongoing
contact with this northern city-state which continued right up until this city’s demise.
Tell Deir ‘Alla (Ancient Succoth)
At a sanctuary dated to the Late Bronze Age in the central Jordan Valley at Tell
Deir ‘Alla, the “blackened remains of a faience jar”15 containing the cartouche of Tausret
were found on the floor of the cella. The excavation of the site was directed by H. J.
Franken of Leiden University, and the small ovoid drop vase was discovered during the
second season of digging in 1961. Initially, Franken identified the cartouche as that of
Ramesses II, as his and Tausret’s throne names are identical save for the bread loaf sign.
Soon after, Yoyotte recognized Franken’s mistake, realizing that the throne name was in
fact that of Tausret.16 The missing portion of the vase seems to indicate that an additional
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Hendricus Jacobus Franken, “The Excavations at Deir Alla in Jordan: 2nd Season,”
Vetus Testamentum, Vol. 11, no. 4 (Oct., 1961), 365. Cf. Jean Leclant, “Fouilles et Travaux en
Égypte et au Soudan, 1962-1963,” Orientalia: Commentarii trimestres a facultate studiorum
orientis antiqui pontificii instituti biblici in lucem edidit in urbe 33 (1964), 390; idem, “Fouilles et
Travaux en Égypte et au Soudan, 1964-1965,” Orientalia 35 (1966), 168; G. van der Kooij and
M. M. Ibrahim, Picking Up the Threads… A Continuing Review of Excavations at Deir Alla,
Jordan (Leiden: University of Leiden Archaeological Centre, 1989), 37, fig. 98, 78; H. J.
Franken, Excavations at Tell Deir ‘Alla: The Late Bronze Age Sanctuary (Louvain: Peeters Press,
1992), 30-31, fig. 3-9 [5], 187, pl. 4b.
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Jean Yoyotte, “Un Souvenir du ‘Pharaon’ Taousert en Jordanie,” Vetus Testamentum,
Vol. 12, no. 4 (Oct., 1962), 464. The presence of Tausret’s cartouche, according to Trude
Dothan, represents the “terminus ad quem for Myc. IIIB pottery.” Dothan, “Some Aspects of the
Appearance of the Sea Peoples and Philistines in Canaan,” in Griechenland, die Ägäis und die
Levante während der “Dark Ages,” edited by Sigrid Deger-Jalkotzy (Vienna: Österreichische
Akademie der Wissenschaft, 1978), 101.
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cartouche was most likely originally present. The cartouche preserved is that of Tausret’s
Birth name: t#-wsrt stp n Mwt, “Tausret, chosen of Mut.”17 The placement of stp n

Mwt inside the Birth name can also be seen on a statue of hers found at Heliopolis and a
foundation block from Qantir.18
Though Deir ‘Alla was an important trading center, faience vessels of this type
are not necessarily items of trade and in fact are more likely examples of votive offerings
left by Egyptian official who visited the temple.19 These faience objects were produced
in Egypt by the state and then transported to Syria-Palestine by visiting officials.20 It has
been suggested that this particular drop vase inscribed with Tausret’s name might be
“taken as proof that Egypt was still controlling the Deir ‘Alla region” during her reign.21
Though this is probably overreaching, the significance of this find does indicate that
some kind of official Egyptian presence was still to be found at this location during
Tausret’s reign.
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V. Callender, SAK 32 (2004): 81-104.
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Diana Craig Patch, “By Necessity or Design: Faience Use in Ancient Egypt,” in Gifts
of the Nile: Ancient Egyptian Faience, Florence Dunn Friedman ed. (New York: Thames and
Hudson, 1998): 32-45.
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Geraldine Pinch, Votive Offerings to Hathor (Oxford: Griffith Institute, 1993), 329332, 360. That ovoid jars such as this were in fact manufactured in Egypt and therefore were
imports is supported by chemical analysis. See Patrick E. McGovern, “The Ultimate Attire:
Jewelry from a Canaanite Temple at Beth Shan,” Expedition 32, no. 1 (Spring 1990), 21, fig. 9.
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H. J. Franken, “Deir ‘Alla and Its Religion,” in Sacred and Sweet: Studies on the
Material Culture of Tell Deir ‘Alla and Tell Abu Sarbut, Margreet L. Steiner and Eveline J. van
der Steen eds. (Leuven: Peeters Press, 2008), 33. Franken also proposes that the temple may even
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Sidon
Egypt was involved with the ancient Phoenician coastal city of Sidon dating back
at least to the Eighteenth Dynasty during the reign of Akhenaten, as attested by two
letters (EA 144-145) sent by the vassal king of Sidon, Zimrida, to the aforementioned
pharaoh.22 During the 2005 excavation season carried out by the British Museum, three
pieces of an Egyptian vase (Fragments A, B, and C) were found with inscriptions bearing
the names of Tausret as king.23 The three fragments collectively yield the inscription:
(A) […nTr] nfr w[of] X#swt njswt-bjtj nbt t#w nbt XpS (B) nb jrt <XT> c#t-Ro mr(yt)-Jmn (C)
[v#]-wsr(t)-stpt.n-Mwt, “[…] The perfect [god] who crushes the foreign lands, the dual
king, lady of the [two] lands, lady of strength, lady of action, Satre-Meriamun, Tausret,
Chosen of Mut.”
Much like the faience fragment from Deir ‘Alla, the Sidon fragments seem to be
votive objects. Given that the preeminent deity of Sidon was Astarte, it is likely that this
deity was the recipient of the vase bearing Tausret’s titles,24 a not unusual action given
the association of this particular goddess with the Egyptian goddess Hathor, whose
worship was particularly prominent in the mines mentioned below. However, much more
than being simply an object of religious devotion, this vase “served…as a means to
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Nina Jidejian, Sidon Through the Ages (Beirut: Dar El-Machreq Publishers, 1971), 18;
William L. Moran, The Amarna Letters (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992),
230-232. Sidon is referenced in letters to the Akhenaten by other vassal kings as well (EA 75, 83,
85, 92, 147, 148, etc.). See Edward F. Campbell, The Chronology of the Amarna Letters
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1964), 107-108.
23

Marcel Marée, “A Jar from Sidon with the Name of Pharaoh-Queen Tawosret,” in
Archaeology and History in the Lebanon 24 (Winter 2006): 121-128;
http://www.sidonexcavation.org/2005/sea2005.html.
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strengthen ties with associated authorities.”25 Indeed, Marée believes that these
diplomatic faience objects began to appear in the Levant around the same time that
Tausret became king, and that they in fact might have served to signal a renewed desire
to “maintain some kind of influence here,” which had perhaps become somewhat
stagnant during the reign of her predecessor Siptah.26
Akko (Tell el-Fukhar)
The port city of Akko was located just northeast of the Naaman river in northern
Israel and was excavated by Moshe Dothan from 1973 until the late 1980s.27 This city
features prominently in Egyptian texts, especially during the New Kingdom, and was
conquered a number of times, most notably by Seti I and Ramesses II.28 In 1980, a
scarab with the name of Tausret was found by Dothan in Area AB29 “in a lower layer…of
ash that covered the area around the potters’ and metal workers’ site.”30 Dothan believes
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Ibid., 124.
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Ibid., 127.
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Moshe Dothan, “Akko: Interim Excavation Report, First Season, 1973/4,” Bulletin of
the American Schools of Oriental Research 224 (December, 1976), 1.
28
	
  
Jan Jozef Simons, Handbook for the Study of Egyptian Topographical Lists Relating to
Western Asia (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1937), 53-60, 71-75.
29

Moshe Dothan, “Notes and News: ‘Akko, 1980,” Israel Exploration Journal 31
(1981), 111.
	
  
30
Idem, “Archaeological Evidence for Movements of the Early ‘Sea Peoples’ in
Canaan,” in Recent Excavations in Israel: Studies in Iron Age Archaeology, Annual of the
American Schools of Oriental Research, vol. 49 eds. Seymour Gitin and William G. Dever
(Winina Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1989), 63-64. Most recently this scarab has been discussed by
Othmar Keel in Corpus der Stempelsiegel-Amulette aus Palästina/Israel, von den Anfängen bis
zur Perserzeit, vol. I: Von Tell Abu Farag bis ‘Atlit Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis: Series
Archaeologica, 13 (Freiburg and Göttingen: Universitätsverlag and Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1997), 536-537 [16]. Keel mistakenly attributes the scarab to Ramesses II instead of Tausret.
Like a number of earlier scholars, he has misinterpreted a number of signs in the name, namely
the two bread loaves for sun discs and the Maat figure for Re. The scarab name is actually t#-wsrt

	
  

116

that Akko was around this time (the late Nineteenth Dynasty) being settled by the
Sherdana, one of the people identified as ‘Sea Peoples.’ He sees their presence at this site
not as conquerors, but as peaceful settlers who came to live here possibly with the
consent of the Egyptians.31 Thus far this is the only inscriptional evidence for an
Egyptian presence here during the late Nineteenth Dynasty. The importance of even so
small a find as this is discussed more generally below.
Ain Shems (Beth Shemesh)
Only one small find at Ain Shems (Beth Shemesh), a scarab with the name of
Siptah, attests to an Egyptian presence during the reigns of Siptah through Sethnakht.32
This scarab, made of faience, was found in 1929 with a number of other scarabs bearing
the names of Egyptian kings in Tomb No. 11 (originally Tomb No. 1), a family burial
that was used for generations.33 At least one scholar, Amin Amer, has interpreted this
small find to possibly “reflect that the Egyptian influence by Siptah’s reign was still
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M. Dothan, “Archaeological Evidence for Movements of the Early ‘Sea Peoples’ in
Canaan,” 64. The Shardina were known to have been hired by earlier Egyptian kings (such as
Ramesses II) as mercenaries.
32

Rowe 690 (I. 167B). KRI IV: 341, §1; PM VII: 372-373; Alan Rowe, A Catalogue of
Egyptian Scarabs, Scaraboids, Seals and Amulets in the Palestine Archaeological Museum,
Government of Palestine, Department of Antiquities (Cairo: Imprimerie de l’Institut Français
d’Archéologie Orientale,1936), 164 number 690 (Beth Shan I.167B), pl. XVIII. Personal
communication with the co-director of Beth Shemesh, Dr. Zvi Lederman, confirms that no
additional items relating to Siptah, Tausret, or Sethnakht have been retrieved through current
excavations (April 28, 2012).
33

A. Rowe, A Catalogue of Egyptian Scarabs, 164; Elihu Grant and G. Ernest Wright,
Ain Shems Excavations (Palestine): Part V (Text) Biblical and Kindred Studies No. 8 (Haverford,
PA: Haverford College, 1939), 44-45.
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recognized and that [Beth Shemesh] was an Egyptian vassal.”34 Although this
interpretation is a possibility, it seems to place an inordinate amount of importance on a
stand-alone item like this scarab, which is known to have been kept by locals as family
heirlooms, and which is very easily transported over great distances. Thus, it is quite
possible that it could have been brought to Beth Shemesh from some other SyroPalestinian locale. Assuming that Beth Shemesh was the intended destination for the
scarab, did the gift of so small an item carry with it much significance? The practical use
of a scarab often was as a seal, which was secured to a particular document or commodity
that usually was diplomatic in nature. The importance of scarabs inscribed with the
names of pharaohs is, according to George Kelm and Amihai Mazar, of more than
passing interest. Concerning this, they have noted: “In regions of Egyptian jurisdiction,
royal scarabs may have been tokens of administrative or diplomatic recognition for
authenticating official negotiations and agreements leading to commercial and political
treaties.”35 That being said, with only one scarab accounted for Siptah through
Sethnakht, it would seem to imply that interaction between Egypt and Beth Shemesh was
sparse, with the obvious caveat that this represents only about a ten-year period.
The Sinai
Wadi Arabah (Timnah)
In the Wadi Arabah at Timnah, Egyptian mining expeditions for copper and
turquoise can be dated to the New Kingdom. In the vicinity of these mines, a modest
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A. Amer, “Continuity and Change in New Kingdom Egypt,” 157. Amer mistakenly
attributes the findspot of this scarab to Beth Shan, and thus directs his comments at that site.
35

George L. Kelm and Amihai Mazar, Timnah: A Biblical City in the Sorek Valley
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 63.
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temple dedicated to the goddess Hathor, “Lady of the Turquoise,” was constructed,
apparently for the benefit of the members of the Egyptian expedition.36 This temple is
said to have been begun first by Seti I, as a faience bracelet bearing his cartouches was
found during work at the site below the level III stratum.37 The temple was then
destroyed, possibly at the end of the Nineteenth Dynasty, and rebuilt by Ramesses III,
though this conclusion is highly speculative according to one of the site’s excavators.38
Members of the mining expedition often left votive offerings at the temple, and many of
these objects contain the names of the kings under which they served. Gregory Mumford
details that these votive offerings were brought by important officials “primarily on the
behalf of the mission’s royal patron, with the aim of obtaining divine intervention to
ensure a successful mining venture and broader benefits for the reigning pharaoh, Egypt
and its populace in general.”39 The names on these votives only consist of pharaohs from
the Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasties, and include Seti I, Ramesses II, Merneptah, Seti
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Raphael Giveon, “Egyptian Inscriptions and Finds from a Temple in the Timna Area,”
in Proceedings of the Fifth World Congress of Jewish Studies, The Hebrew University, Mount
Scopus-Givat Ram, Jerusalem, 3-11 August 1969, vol. 1, The Ancient Near-East as Related to the
Bible and the Holy Land; The Bible; Archaeology; The History of Israel-Period of the First and
Second Temples; Pseudo-Epigraphical Literature; The Dead Sea Scrolls; The New Testament,
ed. Pinchas Peli (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1972-1973), 52; Benno Rothenberg,
“The Timna Mining Sanctuary” (in Hebrew), Israel- People and Land: Haaretz Museum
Yearbook, n.s., 1 (1983-1984): 85-122.
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Alan R. Schulman, “Catalogue of the Egyptian Finds,” in The
Egyptian Mining Temple at Timna, by Benno Rothenberg, Researches in the Arabah 1959-1984
vol. 1 (London: Institute for Archaeo-Metallurgical Studies and Institute of Archaeology,
University College, London, 1988), 120; G. Pinch, Votive Offerings to Hathor, 61-62, 273.
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Benno Rothenberg, Were These King Solomon’s Mines?: Excavations in the Timna
Valley, New Aspects of Archaeology, ed. Sir Mortimer Wheeler (New York: Stein and Day,
1972), 132.
39

Gregory Mumford, “Egypt’s New Kingdom Levantine Empire and Serabit El-khadim,
Including a Newly Attested Votive Offering of Horemheb,” JSSEA 33 (2006): 162-163.
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II, Tausret, Ramesses III, Ramesses IV, and Ramesses V.40 The noticeable absences are
Amenmesse, who is not thought to have had control of Lower Egypt, Siptah, and
Sethnakht.41 At Site 200 (locus 102), fragments of a faience Menat necklace have been
found with Tausret’s name.42 That Tausret’s name is attested is an indication that there
was at least some Egyptian presence at the mines during her reign, though admittedly one
small item is not indicative of a widespread mining operation here during her reign.43
Serabit el-Khadem
Much like at Timnah, Egypt exploited the Sinai site of Serabit el-Khadem in order
to mine turquoise as well as copper intermittently at least since the Third Dynasty.44 A
temple to Hathor was also erected at this site during the Middle Kingdom to provide a
place of worship for the miners.45 These mining operations appear to have ceased
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B. Rothenberg, Were These King Solomon’s Mines?, 163-166, figs. 48-49.
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It is possible that a fragment of a faience Menat necklace (Eg.cat.no.31) found at Site
200 could bear part of the prenomen of either Siptah or Sethnakht. The preserved part of the
inscription is […] n […] stp, and two of Siptah’s titles are sXo n Ro stp n Ro and #X n Ro stp n Ro.
One of Sethnakht’s prenomen was wsr-Xow-Ro stp-n-Ro, making this an option as well. See A.
Schulman, “Catalogue of the Egyptian Finds,” 120, fig. 29:6.
42

(Eg.cat.no.41) A. Schulman, “Catalogue of the Egyptian Finds,” 122, fig. 34:3 and pl.
121:4; KRI IV: 351, §18 (2), n. 6a; B. Rothenberg, Were These King Solomon’s Mines?, 163,166.
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It is somewhat unusual that Tausret’s name is not written in a cartouche. However,
since the names of queens are not attested among the Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasty finds at
Timnah, this should best be interpreted as an anomaly and not an indication of her status as queen
(while wife of Seti II) and not king.
44

Itzhaq Beit-Arieh, “Fifteen Years in Sinai,” Biblical Archaeology Review vol. 10 no. 4
(1984), 41.
45

Charles Bonnet, “Le sanctuaire d’Hathor à Sérabit el-Khadim et la topographie
urbaine,” in Le Sinaï durant l’antiquité et le Moyen-Age: 4000 ans d’histoire pour un désert:
actes du colloque “Sinaï” qui s’est tenu à l’UNESCO du 19 au 21 septembre 1997, ed.
Dominique Valbelle and Charles Bonnet (Paris: Editions Errance, 1998), 44-49; Charles Bonnet
and Dominique Valbelle, “Le temple d’Hathor, maîtresse de la turquoise à Sérabit el-Khadim
(troisième campagne),” CRAI 139, no. 4 (1995): 916-41; Charles Bonnet, Françoise Le Saout, and
Dominique Valbelle, “Le temple de la déesse Hathor, maîtresse de la turquoise, à Sérabit el-
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sometime after the reign of Ramesses VI, as no later pharaoh’s name is attested here.46
Thus far, no items bearing the name of Siptah have been found, which is somewhat
curious as Seti II is well attested.47 This absence of items bearing Siptah’s name stands
in stark contrast to the fact that thirty objects inscribed with Tausret’s name have been
unearthed near the portico and sanctuary.48 These include a ring stand, Menat necklaces,
bracelets, and vases.49 This begs the question, with only a two year reign, why are there
so many items bearing Tausret’s name? Mumford has proposed that the absence of items
for Siptah indicates either a lack of expeditions here during his reign or simply that items
bearing his name have “been destroyed or await discovery.”50 While it is certainly
possible that items for Siptah simply haven’t turned up yet or that he didn’t bother
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Khadim. Reprise de l’étude archéologique et épigraphiques,” Cahier de Recherches de l’Institut
de Papyrologie et d’Égyptologie de Lille 16 (1994): 15-29.
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Stefan Wimmer, “Egyptian Temples in Canaan and Sinai,” in Studies
in Egyptology Presented to Miriam Lichtheim, ed. Sarah Israelit-Groll, vol. 2 (Jerusalem: The
Magnes Press, The Hebrew University, 1990), 1066.
47

Some 32 objects bearing his name have been discovered thus far. See William
Matthew Flinders Petrie and Charles Trick Currelly, Researches in Sinai (London: John Murray,
1906), 149; Gregory D. Mumford, “International Relations between Egypt, Sinai, and SyriaPalestine during the Late Bronze Age to Early Persian Period (Dynasties 18-26: c.1550-525
B.C.): A Spatial and Temporal Analysis of the Distribution and Proportions of Egyptian(izing)
Artefacts and Pottery in Sinai and Selected Sites in Syria-Palestine,” (Ph.D. diss., University of
Toronto, 1998), 1128-1133, tables 4.85 and 4.86. Thus far, Amenmesse’s name has not turned up
at Serabit el-Khadem, which is in keeping with the notion that he did not control the north.
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G. Mumford, “International Relations between Egypt, Sinai, and Syria-Palestine,”
1133-1137, table 4.87; Petrie and Currelly, Researches in Sinai, 149; R. Drenkhahn, Die
Elephantine-Stele, 26-27.
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KRI IV: 351, §18 (2); PM VII: 364. Many of these objects are described in Petrie and
Currelly, Researches in Sinai, 140, fig. 146: 13 (glazed cup); 142, fig. 148: 14 (Menat necklace);
143-144, fig. 149: 8, 9, 16, and 17 (bracelet fragments); 146, fig. 151:3 (ring-stand).
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G. Mumford, “International Relations between Egypt, Sinai, and Syria-Palestine,”
1133. James Weinstein is among those who interprets the absence of archaeological remains for
Siptah as negative evidence for his activity here. See idem, “The Egyptian Empire in Palestine: A
Reassessment,” in BASOR 241 (Winter, 1981), 16.
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sending expeditions to Sinai, might it be worth considering the idea that during Tausret’s
regency, she may have acted on behalf of Siptah, and that this is reflected by the presence
of her name and not his? This would explain the relatively large number of items for her
in so short a reign and the complete absence of any for Siptah. There is in fact an earlier
historical precedent for this from the co-regency of Hatshepsut and Thutmosis III during
which the vast majority of inscriptions found in the Sinai contain her name rather than
those of her young charge.51 Of course it is also possible that these items represent a
small, perhaps singular, collection or cache of items contributed by Tausret to the temple
at this location rather than an accumulation of items sent over a more extended period of
time.
As for building activity at Serabit el-Khadem, there is no indication of any new
construction for either Siptah or Tausret.52 Only one item thus far has been found for
Sethnakht, but it is more substantial than any of the objects bearing Tausret’s cartouches.
It is a large stela (No. 271), almost six feet in height, found in 1930 lying flat a few yards
to the right of the entrance to Room A of the temple of Hathor.53 The decoration on the
stela depicts Sethnakht offering before the goddess Hathor on the top portion, while two
officials, Seti and Amenemopet, are shown adoring the cartouches of Sethnakht on the
bottom. The inscription is dated to either regnal year two or possibly three of Sethnakht,
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Vanessa Davies, “Hatshepsut’s Use of Thutmosis III in Her Program of Legitimation,”
JARCE 41 (2004): 57. “The prevalence of construction in the name of Hatshepsut during the coregency period and the paltry amount of work attributed to the royal order of Thutmosis III
suggests that the Sinai inscriptions were also erected under her royal aegis.”
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G. Mumford, JSSEA 33 (2006): 164.
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PM VII: 350; KRI V: 1, §1; RITA V: 1, §1; Gardiner and Peet, The Inscriptions of
Sinai, part 1, plate LXXIII; Černý, ed., The Inscriptions of Sinai, part 2, 186; Petrie and Currelly,
Researches in Sinai, 75; Raymond Weill, Recueil des inscriptions égyptiennes du Sinaï: 215.
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but damage to this section prevents a definitive reading. Though only one object attests
to the presence of work done here during the reign of Sethnakht, the very nature of this
find is enough to demonstrate that at least one expedition was carried out.
Nubia
There are no documents describing specific expeditions to Nubia undertaken by
any of the late Nineteenth Dynasty kings. This is not to say, however, that the pharaohs
immediately following Merenptah were not actively administering the area through their
appointees. As for Siptah’s involvement in the region, we know that in the first year of
reign he installed a new Viceroy of Nubia named Seti,54 as detailed on a rock stela at the
south terrace of the Great Temple at Abu Simbel, where the Royal Envoy Rekhpehtuf is
recorded as being sent for the sole purpose of investing Seti in his new position.55 The
person Seti replaced is somewhat of a mystery, though it may have been an individual
named Messuy.56 Exactly how long Seti held this position is not known, but his last
dated inscription is Siptah’s third regnal year57 and by year six of the same king, the
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28; Henri Gauthier, “Les ‘fils royaux de Kouch’ et le personnel administratif de l’Éthiopie,”
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position is held by Hori, son of Kama.58 Hori would retain his position as Viceroy of
Kush during both the reigns of Tausret and Sethnakht, thus indicating stability in at least
this highest appointed position.59 Other minor Egyptian officials are also associated with
Nubia as evidenced by their inscriptions on various monuments throughout the region.
One such grouping holding the title Royal Envoy (wpwtyw njswt) is present at Buhen and
Gebel el Silsila.60 Before being elevated to the ranks of Superintendent of Southern
Deserts and then to Viceroy of Kush, Hori, son of Kama, held the title of Royal Envoy.61
In regnal year three he claims to have “established the chiefs in their places.”62 Hori’s
son, Webekhesenu, would follow in his father’s footsteps, also attaining the position of
Royal Envoy.63 Aipy, who holds the additional title of First Charioteer, mentions in a
graffito at the South Temple at Buhen that he has been charged with the task to “receive
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the tribute of the land of Kush.”64 Neferhor, who holds the additional title of secretary,
also accompanied the Viceroy Seti on his investiture visit to Nubia.65 On this particular
trip he brought “rewards for the governors of Nubia.”66 In all, there were eight officials
who held the title wpwtyw njswt, and this is significant in light of the fact that there are no
known holders of this office during the reigns of Amenmesse and Seti II.67 El-Saady
believes that the dynastic problems displayed during those reigns “had a negative effect
on the diplomatic affairs which is strikingly reflected by the absence of examples of
[“Royal Envoys”] in the contemporary documents of these rulers.”68 It is worth noting
that these Royal Envoys are only known from their involvement in Nubia and not in
Syria-Palestine.69 After the reign of Siptah, there are no known Royal Envoys until the
reign of Ramesses III.70
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Evidence of Military Activity
There is no definitive evidence of any military activity in Nubia during the reigns
of Siptah through Sethnakht.71 This would seem to be a direct result of Merenptah’s
crushing put-down of a Nubian rebellion during his sixth regnal year.72 If there were any
military engagements, they would have been carried out by the “Troop Commander of
Kush,” and this title, as well as the title “Superintendent of the Southern Lands,” was held
by Piay during the reign of Siptah.73 According to Reisner, his primary responsibility was
to command “the military forces placed at the disposal of the viceroy for the maintenance
of order in [Kush].”74
As for Syria-Palestine, two sources, one from the reign of Sethnakht and one most
likely from the reign of Ramesses IV, might provide evidence of conflict with Asiatics
during this period. The first is the stela erected by Sethnakht at Elephantine Island,
which has already been discussed briefly in previous chapters.75 The relevant passage is
as follows:
“Now His Majesty, l.p.h. was like his father Sutekh, who stretched out his
arms in order to remove from Egypt those who attacked it, his strength
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surrounding (him) as a protection. (As for) opponents before him, fear of
him has seized their hearts and they flee like a (flight) of sparrows with a
falcon after them. They discarded silver and gold (within) Egypt which
they had given to these Asiatics in order to hasten reinforcements for
themselves, (as) leaders of Egypt. Their plans failed and their threats were
idle. For every god and goddess performed wonders for the good god,
proclaiming to him the (enemy) as a heap of corpses under him.”76
This passage describes hostilities between Sethnakht on the one hand and his unnamed
“opponents.” These adversaries have apparently enlisted Asiatics (cttyw)77 to join their
cause and gave them gold and silver as payment. However, according to the stela, their
plight was a losing one, and ultimately Sethnakht would prevail against them. What is
most clear in this excerpt is that all of the action takes place on the soil of Egypt, not in
Palestine.
Recently, Dan’el Kahn has put forth the idea that the cttyw mentioned in the
above stela are likely from the northern Syrian city-state of Amurru.78 Rather than
viewing the text on the stela as rhetorical, he believes that Sethnakht was able to secure
the throne only through military action because he “was a usurper and probably not even
a descendant of the royal family.”79 The genealogical possibilities for Sethnakht have
been discussed in a previous chapter, but two things bear comment. First, if the direct
line of royal descent has come to an end, the ultimate claimant to the throne need not be
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labeled a “usurper” unless he has in fact wrested power away from the rightful heir, for
which Kahn seems to have Tausret in mind. Second, given the number of sons and
daughters born to Ramesses II, the notion that Sethnakht was not at least a member of a
collateral branch of the royal family seems to the present author unlikely.80
In regards to Kahn’s more literal reading of the stela and his subsequent
identification of the cttyw as coming from Amurru, his assertion is based on comparisons
with Ramesses III’s war reliefs relating to northern Syria, specifically those on the walls
of his mortuary temple at Medinet Habu. Rather than taking these war scenes as being
mere copies or imitations of battle reliefs belonging to previous pharaohs, as most
scholars do,81 Kahn believes at least some of these texts record historical battles carried
out by Ramesses III during his fifth regnal year.82 He gives special emphasis to the
reliefs located on the South Wall of the Second Court, which describes siege warfare
being directed at locales near Amurru.83 Kahn’s argument, then, is that Ramesses III,
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early in his reign, is involved in a punitive expedition against the very locale that sent aid
to his father’s enemies, referred to ambiguously in the victory stela of Sethnakht as

cttyw, a term that usually applies to people located geographically northeast of Egypt.
He then considers the account of the Amurru battle from Ramesses III’s year five in
which they are credited as the ones “who had been ruining Nile-land’s condition,” and
draws parallels with descriptions of the dark years found in the Great Harris Papyrus
(discussed below).84 His conclusion, therefore, is that the year five inscription follows
chronologically the accounts set forth in the Sethnakht stela and the Great Harris Papyrus
and thus the Amurru people can and should be equated with the cttyw of the former. His
conclusions, however intriguing, must be considered tenuous at best as they rest on a
number of suppositions, which unfortunately cannot be proven definitively.
As introduced above, the involvement of Asiatics in the affairs of Egypt seems to
be echoed in the historical retrospective included at the end of the Great Harris Papyrus.
Once again the period preceding the reign of Sethnakht is described as bleak, during
which a %#rw named Irsu (Jrsw) “made the entire land tributary under him.”85 The
Egyptian word %#rw has usually been understood to mean “Syrian.”86 The name Irsu is
much more problematic and has been interpreted a number of different ways. (See
discussion in Chapter 4.) Whether Irsu is a euphemism or an actual proper name, this
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individual is described as being a Syrian, and as Bay is widely thought to be a foreigner,
the academic consensus became that he was in fact Irsu.
Conclusion
Overall, one gets the impression that the interactions between Egypt and SyriaPalestine, the Sinai, and Nubia were continuous during the late Nineteenth Dynasty and
the transition to the Twentieth, but limited in nature, particularly in regards to SyriaPalestine. As for Syria-Palestine, the archaeological record consists mostly of solitary
finds, and even when very specific in nature, such as the letter found at Ugarit, they
provide only enough evidence to indicate diplomatic contact, without allowing insight
into the specific circumstances pertaining to that interaction. Faience vases such as those
found at Deir ‘Alla and Sidon are significant, as they were possibly diplomatic gifts and
may have been intended for important political figures. While this evidence must not be
given undue weight, and is quite limited in scope, it is seemingly more valuable than
stray scarabs, though as has been shown, even these are not devoid of value. Given the
materials we have from this region, it seems clear that during this period Egypt still
maintained some level of influence, although the scope of their authority had certainly
diminished.
In regards to Nubia, the continuous presence of an Egyptian authority at the level
of viceroy from the reign of Siptah through at least Sethnakht if not Rameses III indicates
that this region was still very clearly under Egyptian control. The numerous inscriptions
found detailing official actions in Nubia on the part of Egypt’s appointed figures certainly
support this conclusion. In the Sinai, on the other hand, there is a complete lack of
attestations for Siptah, though as has been posited the numerous objects attributed to

	
  

130

Tausret may indicate that she was acting on his behalf in the region. In either case, the
presence of these objects indicates that there was at least some level of Egyptian activity
at the mines in the Sinai during this period.
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CHAPTER 6
THE STRUGGLE FOR LEGITIMACY
Each of the three pharaohs under discussion here appears to have had clear issues
of legitimacy that they overcame in order to gain their position on the throne. In each
case, they lacked the authority that comes from a certain, sure parentage and path of
accession that clearly prepared them to be ruler of Egypt. None of them were the clear
successors, yet in each case they were able to rise to this highest position, and once there
they each set about the task of legitimating their reigns through their monumental
legacies. A young, physically challenged man of uncertain parentage, Siptah required the
assistance of Chancellor Bay and Tausret to succeed Seti II, and these two appeared
prominently beside him in many of his monuments. Tausret attempted to overcome her
gender by aligning herself with her great predecessor Ramesses II through the
arrangement of her titulary and design of her mortuary temple, and by association with
her deceased husband, Seti II. The first pharaoh of the Twentieth Dynasty, Sethnakht
worked to discredit his predecessors back to Seti II on his monuments and justified his
accession in written form by claiming divine appointment as the one who restored order.
As discussed in Chapter Two, Siptah’s lineage is very murky, and at most we can
say that he was likely related to his royal predecessors, though probably not in the direct
line of descent. He clearly never held the title iry p’t and as such was never intended to
be the one who rose to the throne of Egypt. However, once he attained this position, with
the assistance of Bay and Tausret as discussed below, he utilized elements of his titulary
in an attempt to strengthen his claim to the throne. It is possible that his first Nomen,
Ramesses-Siptah, was meant to draw on his distant ancestral lineage, while his change of
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Nomen after year one to Merenptah-Siptah was meant to stress his more immediate
lineage. The early version of his titulary certainly warrants further discussion. Upon his
ascension, Siptah took the Prenomen sXo n Ro, “the one whom Re caused to appear.” This
could be viewed as a subtle claim to legitimacy, that he was appointed to his station by
the divine intervention of Re. Later, he changes this title to the much more subdued #X n
Ro, “one who is effective for Re.”
The fact that Siptah did not hold the title iry p’t, regardless of his parentage,
combined with his young age, goes a long way towards explaining his reliance upon both
Tausret and Bay. However, in addition to his age, his weakened physical condition,
known from an examination of his mummy, might also have caused him to be much more
vulnerable to manipulation. The mummy believed to be that of Siptah (CG 61080, JdE
34563) was one of thirteen royal mummies discovered in 1898 in the tomb of the
Eighteenth Dynasty king Amenhotep II (KV35) by the French Egyptologist Victor Loret,
who was at the time the director of the Egyptian Antiquities Service.1 The mummy has
undergone x-ray examination, and a number of features are noteworthy. First, even
without the x-ray evidence, it can be clearly seen that Siptah had a severe deformity of
his left foot.2 (Figure 11) According to radiologist Walter Whitehouse’s findings, “the
over-all shortening of the entire right leg and the atrophy of the soft tissues indicate the
presence of a neuro-muscular disease in childhood,” possibly indicating that Siptah

1

Victor Loret, “Le tombeau d’Aménophis II et la cachette royal de Biban el-Molouk,”
BIE 3d series, no. 9 (1898): 98-112. Cf. Grafton Elliot Smith, The Royal Mummies, 70; idem.,
“Report on the Unrolling of the Mummies of the Kings Siptah, Seti II, Ramses IV, Ramses V, and
Ramses VI in the Cairo Museum,” BIE, 5th series, no. 1 (1907/1908): 46-51.
2

Ibid., LXII.
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suffered from poliomyelitis.3 Other alternative conditions have been suggested for
Siptah’s ailment, including cerebral palsy or a clubfoot.4 Second, it was determined that
Siptah was rather young when he died, possibly in the range of twenty to twenty-five
years old.5 Though it has been stated earlier that there are in fact problems with many of
the age estimates for the royal mummies, there is agreement that Siptah’s is not far from
the mark.6 This estimate conforms to the pictorial representations of Siptah in various
media (especially Munich Glyptothek 122) as being quite young at his accession.
Siptah’s mummy, then, provides invaluable supporting evidence for the situation
surrounding his rule. He certainly would have been in his early teens when Seti II died,
and as a crippled young boy, would not have exuded the qualities befitting a warrior
pharaoh. This fragility of body, coupled with the fact that he likely was not his
predecessor’s offspring, might then explain the need for the services of both Tausret and
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James E. Harris and Kent R. Weeks, X-Raying the Pharaohs: The Most Important
Breakthrough in Egyptology since the Discovery of Tutankhamon’s Tomb (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1973), 159; Walter M. Whitehouse, “Radiologic Findings in the Royal
Mummies,” in An X-Ray Atlas of the Royal Mummies, ed. James E. Harris and Edward F. Wente
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 293-94; Salima Ikram and Aidan Dodson, The
Mummy in Ancient Egypt: Equipping the Dead for Eternity (New York: Thames and Hudson,
1998), 326.
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des Sciences 10 (1978): 121-31. Dodson favors cerebral palsy, citing that only the left side shows
deformity. He believes this could possibly indicate brain damage around the time of Siptah’s
birth. See Poisoned Legacy, 103.
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6
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Bay. Both would provide a link to the previous administration, and as will be seen, both
would figure prominently in Siptah’s administration.
The Triumvirate of Siptah, Tausret, and Bay
Clearly both Bay and Tausret played a large role both in Siptah’s accession to the
throne and his subsequent administration. The question, then, is how this pair of unlikely
persons was able to wield enough authority to manipulate the succession as they did.
Tausret’s base of power must have come from her position as the Great Royal Wife of
Seti II, and while we do not know the extent to which she was given authority during her
husband’s reign, it was certainly substantial enough for her to be honored with not only a
tomb in the Valley of the Kings, begun in the second regnal year of Seti II, but one that
was constructed to kingly proportions, an unprecedented honor for a royal wife. As for
Bay, scholars have long debated where and how he rose in prestige to the point where he
could play the role of king-maker as he did for Siptah, but as will be discussed later, there
is some indication that he was named “Great Overseer of the Seal of the Entire Land” not
during Siptah’s reign but during Seti II’s, which would help explain the influence he
came to wield over the boy-king’s accession and reign.
As mentioned in Chapter Two, the earliest attestation for Tausret occurs in the
second regnal year of Seti II, and here she is referred to as his “Great Royal Wife.”7 At
no time does she claim royal titles such as “king’s daughter” or “king’s mother,”
although in regards to the second of these, it is indeed quite probable that she bore a
child, being a likely maternal candidate for both the child buried in KV 56 (if indeed it

7

O. Cairo JdE 72452. See KRI IV: 404, §51 (A.13); RITA IV: 289, §51 (A.13). See
additional references in chapter two.
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was a child’s burial)8 and Prince Seti-Merenptah (assuming he was not fictitious),
although neither ever came to the throne, thus the absence of this title. She does,
however, claim the title “God’s Wife of Amun,” like Hatshepsut before her, while
serving as regent for a stepson who was still too young to perform the tasks of pharaoh.
Historically, the title carried with it great influence throughout the early Eighteenth
Dynasty, and it is possible that the position was the source of Hatshepsut’s power during
her regency as she consolidated her rise to the throne as pharaoh, a path that could have
been echoed by Tausret during her own regency and rise to kingship.9
As for Bay, the question of his rise to prominence during Siptah’s reign is one
that has long challenged scholars, particularly since there has been no definitive record
of him prior to his rather grandiose appearance alongside Siptah in the monumental
record. However, just inside the first Pylon of Karnak Temple, on the left side of the
forecourt, is the most substantial monument of the ephemeral late Nineteenth Dynasty
ruler Seti II, and it is here that we find the earliest evidence for Bay.10 Dedicated to the
Theban triad, this bark shrine consists of three chapels devoted to Mut, Amun, and
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Georges Daressy, “Catalogue of the Jewels and Precious Objects of Setuî II and
Tauosrît Found in the Unnamed Tomb,” in The Tomb of Siphtah, 35-46.
9

For further discussion of the position of God’s Wife of Amun, see E. Graefe,
Untersuchungen zur Verwaltung und Geschichte der Instition der Gottesgemahlin des Amun
vom Beginn des Neuveum Reiches bis zur Spätzeit I & II, (Weisbadem: Otto Harrassowitz,
1981). Cf. Gay Robins, “The God’s Wife of Amun in the 18th Dynasty in Egypt,” in Images of
Women in Antiquity, eds. A. Cameron and A. Kuhrt (Detroit: Wayne State University Press,
1983), 65-78.
10

A technical review of the Triple Bark Shrine will be presented in a forthcoming article
by the present author and Peter J. Brand, “Prince Seti-Merenptah, Chancellor Bay and the Bark
Shrine of Seti II at Karnak,” in Journal of Egyptian History 6.
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Khonsu.11 In two of the three chapels, on the eastern and western walls of Mut and
Khonsu respectively, a smaller male figure is depicted standing behind the pharaoh in
four offering scenes. Surviving texts entitle this individual: iry-pat sA njswt smsw %tXymr-n-PtH, “the hereditary prince and king’s eldest son, Seti-Merenptah.” In the
remaining chapel, the central one dedicated to Amun, no images or texts concerning the
prince are immediately apparent, though the outlines of an erased figure behind Seti II
on both the western and eastern walls (given the analogous nature of the corresponding
scenes in the other two chapels) would also appear to be Prince Seti-Merenptah. (Figure
3 and 4) However, as first suggested by Frank Yurco in the 1970s, the figures and titles
of the prince are not original to the shrine, but rather were carved secondarily over
those of another individual, namely Chancellor Bay.12
On the southern end of the East wall of the chapel of Mut, the prince stands
directly behind his father offering to the bark of Mut.13 (Figure 1) In its current state, the
figure of the prince is only preserved from the waist up, with his lower body lost to
natural erosion, with the exception of the lower part of his back leg and foot. He is
shown with the royal side-lock, with one hand lifted in adoration and the other hand
gripping a heqa scepter and a flabellum positioned across his chest and wears a long robe
commonly worn by princes and high officials of the period. The presence of the side-

11

PM II2 25-27 (25-41), plans 7 and 9[3]; Nelson, Key Plans, pl. xii [8]; Cf. Henri
Chevrier and Étienne Drioton, Le temple reposoir de Séti II à Karnak (Cairo: SAE and
Imprimerie Nationale, 1940). Georges Legrain, Les Temples de Karnak (Brussels: Chez Vromant,
1929), 75-83.
12

Wente, An X-Ray Atlas of the Royal Mummies, 147.

13

PM II2 25 (29); Nelson, Key Plans, KA 4-5; KRI IV: 257 III:B, §14; RITA IV: 183
III:B, §14; Chevrier and Drioton, Le temple reposoir de Séti II à Karnak, pl. XI.
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lock would seem to indicate that this figure most certainly must be a prince rather than a
high official, as officials were never depicted in this manner. Even during a first-hand
examination of the relief, it is easy to conclude that the side-lock was carved as a part of
the original scene. However, a closer analysis of the scene makes it clear that the sidelock was carved secondarily over the original figure’s wig, a wig worn most commonly
by officials of the period. (Figure 13) The original wig, along with the robe, flabellum,
and scepter, are consistent with representations of Bay found elsewhere.

Figure 13. Close-up of the face of prince Seti-Merenptah showing the secondary sidelock (Photo by author).
In its present condition, five columns of text above and behind the prince’s figure
contain a hymn of adoration to Mut, invoking her by several epithets and by the names of
goddesses linked to her such as Weret-Hekau.14 Immediately behind the prince is a
column of text giving his titulary: jry−pat sA njswt sm[sw] [%tX]y-[mr-n-PtH] mAa xrw [m
14

KRI IV, 257: 12-15; RITA IV, 183.
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pr] Jmn, “the hereditary prince, king’s eldest son, [Set]i-[Merenptah], true of voice [in
the house of] Amun,”15 and below the scene we find the remains of a horizontal
dedicatory text giving a fuller version of his titulary.16 While much of this text has been
damaged by erosion, there are indications of recutting in the vertical text behind the
prince’s figure. The palimpsests seen here can lead one to conclude that the text once
contained Bay’s well-known title imr-r xtm [aA] n tA r-[Dr.f], “[great] overseer of the seal
of [the whole] land.” (Figure 14) There are, however, no traces of the name of Bay,
though the presence of the title alone provides a strong indication that the figure depicted
behind Seti II was in fact the chancellor.

Figure 14. Detail of palimpsest on the East wall of the Mut chapel, Triple Bark Shrine of
Seti II. (Photo by author).

15

KRI IV, 257: 15-16. It is unclear what follows m#A Xrw, although Kitchen plausibly
suggests [m pr] since the final word in this inscription is Jmn. See RITA IV, 183: III, B §14.
16

KRI IV, 257: 6-8. The wall surface above
is damaged; however, there does not
seem to be enough space to accommodate a full writing of [m] pr [Jmn] here.
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If this is the case and Bay did in fact appear in this prominent position within the
Triple Bark Shrine, it would seem to indicate that he was a man of prestige and authority
during the reign of Seti II, a strong foundation for his later preeminence during Siptah’s
reign. The replacement of his titles and image with those of Prince Seti-Merenptah was
likely not due to any downfall on his part, but rather due to the birth of the young prince
late in the reign of Seti, who then would supersede an official in his father’s most
prominent building project. As to why anyone should have defaced Prince SetiMerenptah’s name and images, and only in the Amun chapel at that, the question of
motive remains unsettled. It is most likely that the prince simply predeceased his father,
rendering him immaterial to the royal succession. Princes rarely appear beside their royal
fathers in temple reliefs, and when they do, they are often the eldest sons and heirs. Once
Prince Seti-Merenptah was dead, Pharaoh or his underlings may have decided that his
presence in Amun’s chapel was otiose and therefore erased it. Failure to remove him
from the other two chapels perhaps signals that this was not a true damnatio memoriae.
If the erasures did not take place during the reign of Seti II, one might imagine that either
Siptah or Tausret was responsible, with the former being more likely.17 Given Siptah’s
perhaps dubious lineage, one might conclude that he wished to obscure his deceased elder
brother or half brother’s prominence in their late father’s most important Karnak
monument.18 Indeed, Prince Seti-Merenptah’s image in the Bark Shrine might have
served as a constant reminder to all who saw it that Siptah was not the intended heir. Less
plausible is the idea that Tausret ordered these erasures, as she would have few motives

17

That the defacement likely occurred during the reign of Tausret is advocated by Miller,
“The Genealogy and Chronology of the Ramesside Period,” 99.
18

The same would apply if Siptah were in fact the uncle of Prince Seti-Merenptah.
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for dishonoring a prince who died several years previously and who may in fact have
been her son.
Monumental Depictions of the Triumvirate
The interdependence of Siptah, Tausret, and Bay was highlighted in a number of
ways, the first of which to be discussed is the decorative scheme present within a handful
of temples in Upper Egypt and Nubia—namely Amada temple,19 the Great Temple at
Abu Simbel,20 the Speos of Horemheb at Gebel el-Silsila,21 and the mortuary temple of
Mentuhotep II at Deir el Bahri,22—and an understanding of the implications of these
depictions can perhaps lend insight into the later invalidation of both Siptah’s and
Tausret’s reigns.
Amada
At the temple at Amada, an official named Piay was responsible for the inclusion of
depictions of Bay and Tausret. The figure of Bay is shown kneeling with his hands
raised in adoration before two vertical cartouches belonging to Siptah, which are resting
upon the unification symbol of Upper and Lower Egypt. 23 (Figure 15) Directly behind

19

PM VII: 69; M. Aly, F. Abdel-Hamid, and M. Dewachter, Le Temple d’Amada IV
(Cairo, Centre de Documentation et d’Etudes sur l’Ancienne Egypt, 1967), pl. G 1-6.
20

KRI IV: 366, §32(2); RITA IV: 265, §32(2). Cf. Cathie Spieser, Les Noms du Pharaon:
Comme êtres autonomes au Nouvel Empire, Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 174 (Fribourg Suisse,
Éditions Universitaires/Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 184 (No. 7), 289
(illustration No. 7).
21

PM V, 211 (38); KRI IV, 364; LD 202a.

22

Édouard Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari, Part 1 (London: Kegan
Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., 1907), 11, pl. 10k.
23

Henri M. Gauthier, Le Temple d'Amada, Les Temples immergés de la Nubie (Cairo:
Imprimerie de l’Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale, 1913), 108; Mohamed Aly, Fouad
Abdel-Hamid, and Michel Dewachter, Le Temple d’Amada, vol. IV, Dessins-Index, Table de
Concordances (Cairo: Centre de Documentation et d’Etudes sur l’Ancienne Egypte, 1967), pl. G

141

Figures 15 and 16. Bay (left doorjamb) and Tausret (right doorjamb) adoring the
cartouches of Siptah at the entrance to the outer doorway of the vestibule at the Amada
Temple (Photos by Peter Brand).
Bay is a flabellum, the emblem of his role as fan bearer. Above his figure is a horizontal
line of inscription that states his name and official titles: “Seal-bearer of the King of
Lower Egypt, sole companion, Great Superintendent of the seal for the entire land, Bay,
justified.”24 On the opposite doorjamb is the figure of Tausret, and above her is a

1-6.
24

M. Aly, F. Abdel-Hamid, and M. Dewachter, Le Temple d’Amada IV, pls. G 1-6; KRI
IV: 366, III.1 §32(1); RITA IV: 264-265, III.1 §32(1).
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depiction of Amenhotep II.25 (Figure 16) She is shown standing, facing left with a sistrum
in the shape of Hathor in each hand and is depicted wearing a uraeus. In front of her
figure is an inscription, which relates her name and titles: “[…...] God’s Wife and Great
Royal Wife, Mistress of the Two Lands, Tausret, Beloved of Mut, justified.”26 Behind
her figure is a vertical inscription almost identical to the one found behind Bay: “Made
by the Fanbearer on the king’s right hand, Troop Commander of Kush, Piay, justified in
peace.”
One of the interesting aspects of the Amada temple scenes is the parallelism
present in the depictions of Bay and Tausret. Most remarkable is the fact that Bay’s
image is presented on the same scale as that of Tausret, and, were it not for his kneeling
position, Bay’s would in fact be the larger. Clearly the pairing of Bay and Tausret not
only at Amada but also at Abu Simbel (discussed below) demonstrates the power and
prestige he must have held, but the visual status conferred upon Bay in these scenes is
most unusual given the fact that he is a non-royal individual. How would such a person
have attained the right to be included on a temple alongside the Great Royal Wife and not
only alongside her but on relatively the same scale? This is an occurrence that is
completely unprecedented in Egyptian history, and in fact has no direct parallel prior to
this individual.27
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PM VII: 69 (29).

26

KRI IV: 366, III.1 §32(1); RITA IV: 264-265, III.1 §32(1).
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Certainly other non-royal individuals had gained enough favor and risen in status
enough to have monuments which included one or more members of the royal family. One only
need think of Senenmut and his relationship with Hatshepsut and especially Neferure. Senenmut
is portrayed in a number of statues with Neferure, but Bay’s inclusion in a religious context and
on a temple wall at such unprecedented scale is highly unusual. Examples include EA 174
currently in the British Museum and CG 42116 in the Cairo Museum. For EA 174, see PM II2:
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Abu Simbel
Interestingly, the scenes at Amada were not the only ones commissioned by Piay
in Nubia. He was also responsible for the carving of a scene of Bay and Tausret at Abu
Simbel, although this scene’s composition is slightly different.28 The image is located on
the left side of the main doorway leading into the hall of the Great Temple. The scene
depicts Chancellor Bay standing with one arm raised in a posture of adoration and with
the other holding the emblem of his office. In front of him (to the viewer’s right), stands
Tausret. She is shown in the same manner as in the Amada temple, shaking her sistra. In
this case, both of the figures are standing before three cartouches, the first of which
belongs to Tausret with the next two, presented on the unification symbol, belonging to
Siptah. The images of Bay and Tausret are once again shown on the same scale, and like
at Amada, there is accompanying text naming the person responsible for its commission,
namely Piay. This descriptive inscription is almost identical to the one at Amada, with
the exception of the additional title of “Superintendent of the Southern Deserts.”
Gebel el-Silsila
At the entrance to the Speos of Horemheb at Gebel el-Silsila is a graffito
depicting Bay standing in a pose of adoration directly behind Siptah, who is offering to
Amun, and above the two figures are six vertical lines of text. (Figures 4a and b) The
accompanying inscription reveals that the offering is being given for: “the spirit of the
Great Superintendent of the Seal of the entire land, who established the King in the place
278-279; Peter F. Dorman, The Monuments of Senenmut: Problems in Historical Methodology
(London: Kegan Paul International, 1988), 188-189. For CG 42116, see PM II2: 144; Dorman,
The Monuments of Senenmut, 191-192.
28

KRI IV: 366, §32(2); RITA IV: 265, §32(2). Cf. Cathie Spieser, Les Noms du Pharaon,
184 (No. 7), 289 (illustration No. 7); Dodson, Poisoned Legacy, 97, fig. 91.
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of his father; beloved of his lord, Bay.”29 The inscription seems to indicate that Siptah
has been placed on his father’s throne by the commoner Bay. This role of “king-maker”
for a non-royal individual is without parallel. Some earlier scholars expressed serious
reservations as to whether or not this could possibly be the proper rendering of smn

njswt r st jt.f. Though Emmanuel de Rougé and Heinrich Brugsch felt certain that this
translation was accurate,30 others such as James Henry Breasted and Gaston Maspero
were quick to disagree.31 The former went so far as to call this translation
“grammatically untenable” and thought De Rougé and Brugsch’s conclusions were
“without foundation.”32 Both Breasted and Maspero chose instead to see Bay as the
recipient of this statement and Siptah the one making the claim, thus: “whom the king
established in the place of his father.”33 Despite Breasted’s assertion, it is actually his
(and Maspero’s) interpretation which is “grammatically untenable.” The form of the verb

smn “to establish,” follows the subject “the Great Superintendent of the Seal of the entire
land” and is clearly a perfective active participle,34 so there is simply no way that njswt

29

PM V, 211 (38); KRI IV: 371, §35 IX.1 (7); RITA IV, 269, §35 IX.1 (7); LD III: 202a.
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Emmanuel de Rougé, Étude sur une stele égyptienne, appartenant a la Bibliotheque
Impériale (Paris: Imprimerie impériale, 1858), 185-86; idem, Oeuvres Diverses, vol. III (Paris:
Imprimerie Francaise et Orientale, 1910), 291; Heinrich Karl Brugsch, Geschichte Ägypten’s
unter den Pharaonen. Nach den Denkmälern bearbeitet von Heinrich Brugsch-Bey, 1st German
ed. (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1877), 585-589. Cf. Reisner, JEA 6, part 1 (January 1920), 49.
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G. Maspero, “King Siphtah and Queen Tauosrît,” xix; Breasted, Ancient Records, vol.
III, 274-275, 278-279.
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Breasted, Ancient Records, vol. III, 275, §640.
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G. Maspero, “King Siphtah and Queen Tauosrît,” xix; Breasted, Ancient Records, vol.
III, 274-275, 278-279.
34

For a discussion of the forms and uses of the perfective active participle, see Allen,
Middle Egyptian: An Introduction to the Language and Culture of Hieroglyphs, 324.
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can function as anything other than the direct object of the sentence.35 Based on these
conclusions regarding the grammatical structure of the phrase, it is almost certain that
Bay is claiming the mantle of “king-maker,” an interpretation supported by more recent
scholarship.36
Aswan (Old Shellal Road)
The role of “king-maker” is attested an additional time, also with a depiction of
Bay. It is found on a graffito left by the viceroy of Kush Seti near the Ancient Shellal
Road at Aswan.37 The stele depicts Seti in a pose of adoration in front of an entrhoned
figure of Siptah, and standing directly behind the king is Bay. (Figure 5) The inscription
accompanying Bay’s figure has a familiar ring. He is described as “The Chancellor, sole
companion, who casts out falsehood and promotes truth, and who established the King in
the place of (his) father, the Great Superintendent of the Seal of the entire land,
Ramesses-Khaemnetjer Bay.”38 Several matters pertaining to this inscription merit
further discussion. First is the boast of being a “king-maker” by Bay, which was also
seen at Gebel el-Silsila. Second is the use of an extended name by Bay, which features
the addition of the very Egyptian elements Ramesses-Khaemnetjer. This is one of the
35

Indeed, Gardiner has gone so far as to describe the interpretation by Breasted and
Maspero as “a weak and almost meaningless alternative, certainly more open to grammatical
objection than de Rougé’s version.” See Gardiner, JEA 44 (1958), 18.
36
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For the former, see RITA IV, 269, §35 IX.1 (7). For the latter, see Dodson, Poisoned Legacy, 86,
88.
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PM V, 245; LD III: 202c; LDT IV: 120 (7), n. 3; Jacques de Morgan et al., Catalogue
des monuments et inscriptions de l’Égypte antique: ouvrage publié sous les auspices de S. A.
Abbas II. Helmi, khédive d’Égypte, par la direction générale du Service des Antiquités, Première
série, Haute Égypte, vol. 1, De la Frontière de Nubie a Kom Ombos (Vienne: Adolphe
Holzhausen, 1894), 28 no. 6; Labib Habachi, Kush 5 (1957): 34, no. 36.
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important pieces of evidence that suggests that Bay might have been of foreign descent,
attested by this adoption of an Egyptian name. This type of name construction, i.e. one
with an Egyptian element added before the foreign name of the individual is common,
and was first discussed in detail by Alan Schulman.39 However, Schulman is quick to
point out that “not every Egyptian name thus compounded with a royal name should
automatically lead us to postulate a non-Egyptian origin for its bearer,” and he also notes
that “each instance must be examined and determined on its own.”40 Regarding the name
Bay, there is as of yet no definitive proof that it is in fact a foreign name.41 Finally, there
is the matter of the statement that Bay is one who “casts out falsehood and promotes
truth,” (rwj grg dj M#ot).42 Posener has pointed out that this claim is the prerogative of
the king, and is not otherwise attested for non-royals.43 Further, the claim of
“establishing the king in the place of his father” is not only unattested for non-royals, but
it is in fact a declaration usually made by non-mortals! This is not to say that similar
statements were not attributed to commoners, however. A stela (Louvre C 26) belonging
to a man named Intef, who held the titles of royal herald and mayor of Thinis during the
39

Alan R. Schulman, “The Royal Butler Ramesses-sami’on,” Chronique d’Égypte
61/122 (1986): 187-202.
40
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130 (2003), 1137-138; Dodson, Poisoned Legacy, 72.
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reigns of both Hatshepsut and Thutmosis III, provides an interesting correlation.44 The
inscription on the stela is autobiographical in nature and traces the career of Intef, replete
with numerous bombastic claims. One such boast made by Intef is that he was one who
“placed every man upon the seat of his father” (rdj z(j) nb Hr nst jt.f).45 Though the
Egyptian terminology is somewhat different (rdj replaces smn, and nst is used instead of

st), these represent nothing more than minor variations, as the gist of the statement is
very much the same as that made at Gebel el-Silsila or Aswan, minus the royal element.
Deir el Bahri
Finally, in Egypt proper, there is a depiction on what remains of the west-facing pyramid
base of Mentuhotep II at Deir el Bahri which portrays a kneeling Siptah in front of a
series of vertical inscriptions, behind which stands Bay. (Figures 17a and b) Most
remarkably, the two figures are presented on the same scale.46 One of the more
interesting lines of the text is the statement made by Bay: “I set my eye upon you, you
being alone.”47
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The stela was originally set up at his tomb complex, TT 155 at Dra Abu El-Naga. PM
I.1 : 265; Albert J. Gayet, Musée du Louvre: Steles de la XIIe dynastie, Bibliotheque de l'ecole
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Figures 17a and b. Pyramid base of Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahri with relief depicting the lower half of Bay
behind Siptah (Photo by author, drawing by Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari, Part 1, pl. 10k).
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Clearly Bay was an esteemed individual in the court of Siptah, one worthy of
being depicted alongside Tausret and on the same scale. Visually, the scene
demonstrates a close relationship among the three individuals—Tausret, Bay, and
Siptah—and it could be that each was vulnerable in some way, necessitating the creation
of this quasi-triumvirate. Siptah was most likely of royal descent by means of a collateral
branch and only a boy when he ascended to the throne. Tausret, though Great Royal
Wife of Seti II, would likely have seen her significance diminish greatly had she not
procured for herself the position of regent for Siptah until he passed adolescence. Bay’s
role is more ambiguous, but clearly the inscriptions that accompany his images indicate
that he played a key role in arranging Siptah’s ascension to the throne. Indeed the
relationship of these three individuals transcended life itself, as they were all accorded
their own tombs near one another within the Valley of the Kings.48 In the case of
Tausret, as wife of Seti II, it would have more logical for her to have been laid to rest in
the Valley of the Queens, although no such tomb was even begun for her before she ruled
as pharaoh. As for Bay, a non-royal official, it is highly unusual, though not
unprecedented, that he would have a burial in the Valley of the Kings. Yuya and Tjuya,
Amenhotep III’s in-laws (KV 46),49 and Maiherpri, a royal fan bearer of Thutmosis IV
(KV 36),50 are a prime examples of non-royals who were rewarded with such a
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antiquités égyptiennes du Musée du Caire, nos. 24001-24990 (Cairo: Institut français
d’archéologie orientale, 1902): 1-62.
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prestigious location for their burials. These tombs, however, are small, undecorated
affairs, and while their location is impressive, they are dwarfed in quality by the Theban
Noble’s tombs. Bay’s tomb is remarkable in that not only is it located in the Valley of
the Kings, but it also shares a royal plan and dimensions. Though never finished, it
included the beginnings of a decorative scheme, a striking departure from the unadorned
burials of other non-royals in the valley
It is also key to note that Bay was a commoner, yet in multiple monuments he is
shown as the counterpoint to the powerful Queen Regent Tausret, even to the extent
where he is presented on the same scale. This becomes more understandable given the
context of his claim to be “king-maker,” the one responsible for placing Siptah on his
father’s throne. Also exceptional is the fact that blocks bearing Bay’s name and title
were part of the foundation deposits of Siptah’s mortuary temple. (Figure 18)

Figure 18. Drawing of foundation deposit from Siptah’s mortuary temple showing the
name and titles of Chancellor Bay. (Petrie UC14376). Petrie, Six Temples at Thebes, fig.
xvii (12).
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Previously, the foundations of mortuary temples featured only items bearing the
cartouches of the king for whom the temple was erected. An examination of Bay’s title
of “Great Superintendent of the seal for the entire land,” and the possibility of a matching
title for Tausret, “Great Regent of the entire land,” further demonstrates a parallelism of
authority. Indeed, it appears that these two individuals were the main sources of Siptah’s
power, with Bay having orchestrated his ascension and Tausret having ruled in his stead
until he was old enough to rule for himself.
Based on these depictions, it is clear that Siptah, Bay, and, Tausret created an
interdependent power paradigm during the early years of Siptah’s reign, a fact that was
well-known enough for a troop commander in Nubia to discern when composing the
scenes to be carved at Amada. Although some elements of this paradigm remain unclear,
particularly the cause for Bay’s fall from prominence and his ultimate execution by
Siptah, the depictions of these three individuals provide tantalizing evidence for the
unusual relationship among the pharaoh, the chancellor and the queen, and may in fact
serve to explain how Siptah—along with the commoner and the woman—came to be
removed from later king lists despite the legitimacy of his claim to the throne.
Tausret as King
We do not have an understanding of the circumstances that surrounded the death
of the young Siptah and Tausret’s rise to the throne. It is likely that as regent she (and to
a certain extent Bay) had been responsible for the day-to-day decisions relating to
government for some time, and she must also be considered a serious candidate for
prescribing the execution of Chancellor Bay during Siptah’s fifth regnal year. With the
mighty official no longer in the picture to serve as a counterbalance, Tausret’s influence

152

over Siptah no doubt increased significantly. If foul play was involved in Siptah’s death,
then Tausret would be the one to gain the most, though given the former’s physical state,
he could easily have succumbed to natural causes.
Her status as regent for Siptah coupled with her connection with Seti II as his
Great Royal Wife must have enabled her to secure the throne despite being female. It is
interesting that Tausret, in her role as king, sought to link herself with her deceased
husband rather than stress her association with Siptah. By usurping Siptah’s regnal years
as her own, Tausret was in effect claiming to be her husband’s direct successor. This
transition is also made manifest in the construction and decoration of her tomb in the
Valley of the Kings.51 Begun while she was still queen and modified during her regency
and kingship, the tomb’s decoration begins with depictions of Tausret in this supporting
role alongside images and cartouches of Siptah, although once she ascended to the
throne, she had these cartouches altered to those of her husband Seti II. Her depictions
change to show her as king once one enters the first burial chamber. Altenmüller has
suggested that earlier, during the period of her regency, she had her husband’s burial
equipment and body placed in her own tomb for a joint burial rather than interring him in
his intended tomb, KV 15.52
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In addition to replacing Siptah’s cartouches in her own tomb with those of Seti II,
Tausret is also likely to be blamed for painting out Siptah’s cartouches in his own tomb
as part of her revision of the succession at the expense of the boy-king’s reign. (Figure
19) The restoration of these cartouches should be assigned to either Sethnakht or
Ramesses III, which will be discussed later.
In Chapter Three, the similarities between the titularies of Ramesses II and
Tausret were discussed at length. Whether reproducing the title, as in the Horus Name, k#
nXt mrj M#ot, using large portions of the title, as in the Nebty Name, mk Kmt wof X#sw, or
in mimicking the appearance of his Nomen and Prenomen, Tausret clearly was
attempting to align herself with Ramesses II.53 This link between Tausret and Ramesses
II is further reinforced when considering that the only known statue of Tasuret, that from
Medinet Nasr,54 bears strong resemblance to two statues of Ramesses II, one of which is
housed in the Museo Egizio in Turin (Cat 1380), and especially the other in the Cairo
Museum (CG 42140). The latter example and Tausret’s statue bear striking similarities
in decoration, including such elements as the sandals and pleated clothing, and both are
depicted with the right arms bent across their chests.55 Her statue is also the only known
location of her Horus and Nebty names, and as has been pointed out, both of these names
are imitations of commonly used versions of Ramesses II’s names. Surely it is not
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merely coincidence that she chooses to place two names that so closely resembled those
of Ramesses II on a statue that is also evocative of two examples of his statuary.

Figure 19. Cartouches of Siptah from KV 47 showing original and repainted versions.
(Photo by Peter J. Brand).
Finally, this affinity on the part of Tausret for Ramesses II is further revealed by
the recent excavations at her mortuary temple, which suggest that the basic plan of her
temple and its alignment is modeled, on a much smaller scale, on that of the central
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temple of Ramesses II’s mortuary temple, the Ramesseum.56 Whether this choice to
associate herself with Ramesses II was due to a wish to highlight her lineage or was
simply a desire to affiliate herself with the most well-known ruler of the dynasty, Tausret
clearly intended that her monuments, and by extension perhaps her reign, would evoke
that of Ramesses II.
Sethnakht’s Legitimation
We have already discussed the absence of evidence in regards to Sethnakht’s
origins, both career-wise and in terms of his lineage. The present author finds Demarée’s
argument that Sethnakht was somehow the power behind the throne late in Siptah’s reign
and during Tausret’s sole rule entirely unconvincing.57 The possibility that Sethnakht
might have served in an important position during either one or both of his predecessors’
reign is certainly viable, and even likely, since he would have needed some basis of
power from which to launch his quest for the throne. However, Demarée reaches this
conclusion on the basis of a damaged foundation inscription from the mortuary temple of
Tausret, the final line of which (An mj ctx nXt) he believes is to be translated “beautiful
like Sethnakht” (thus a proper name) instead of the much more probable “beautiful like
Seth the powerful.”58 It seems highly unlikely that Tausret would have utilized the name
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of an official in such a prominent manner and that it is merely coincidence that her
successor shared this name.
While we do not have an understanding of exactly what transpired between the
end of the Nineteenth and the beginning of the Twentieth Dynasties, there is perhaps
some indication of strife between Tausret and Sethnakht. Osctraca CG 25125, found
originally in KV 9, depicts two individuals, a female figure on the left and a male figure,
possibly a pharaoh, on the right, riding in chariots shooting arrows from a bow and has
been subject to various interpretations. Some would interpret the female figure as the
Semitic goddess Astarte, representative of the forces of chaos, and the pharaoh as the
symbol of cosmic order.59 In the first interpretation, Astarte, representing the forces of
chaos, battles the Pharaoh, the symbol of cosmic order. Others, however, would rather
see these figures as Tausret and Sethnakht, a visual representation of the end of the
Nineteenth Dynasty.60 Though the ostraca certainly dates to the latter part of the New
Kingdom, it is difficult to assign such a literal interpretation to the depiction, particularly
given the lack of any certain identifying indicators within the scene.
Following Sethnakht’s rise to the throne, it appears that he and his successors
began a sort of campaign for their own legitimacy through the delegitimation of those
who came before. Sethnakht clearly demonstrated a disregard for his predecessor Tausret
in his appropriation of her tomb. Although he began construction on a tomb of his own
(KV 11), he abandoned it when it intersected with the tomb of Amenmesse (KV 10).
59
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Rather than beginning anew, he instead turned to the joint tomb of Seti II and Tausret
(KV 14), removed and reburied Seti II in a hastily completed KV 15, and replaced the
images of Tausret in KV 14 with those of himself. (Figure 20) In so doing, Sethnakht
showed a clear disregard for Tausret, a fact highlighted by his choice to reinter Seti II but
not Tausret.61

Figure 20. Column from the tomb of Tausret/Sethnakht, plastered and redrawn with
image of Sethnakht (Photo by Bill Petty).
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In addition to his removal of Tausret and reassignment of Seti II, it seems that
Sethnakht can be credited with the restoration of the tomb of Siptah, where Tausret had
whitewashed over his cartouches and perhaps co-opted his sarcophagus as her own.
Altenmüller suggests that when Sethnakht appropriated Tausret’s tomb, he chose to
return the sarcophagus to its original owner and updated Siptah’s cartouches62, perhaps
indicating that perhaps there was no animosity towards Siptah on the part of the early
Twentieth Dynasty ruler(s), despite his exclusion from the procession of kings at Medinet
Habu, as examined later.
As discussed in Chapter Five, the Elephantine Stela recounts Sethnakh’s
restoration of Egypt which “had been in confusion,” where the people of Egypt had
“lapsed into forgetting god,” when Sethnakht “flexed his arms to purge Egypt of whoever
had led it astray.”63 These royal inscriptions can be compared with others of the same
genre, i.e. in which a new king comes to power and restores order after a “time of
trouble.” One only need compare the Speos Artemidos64 inscription of Hatshepsut in
which she claims to have “driven off the abomination (i.e. the Hyksos) of the great
god.”65 This claim seems curious, as the Hyksos had been expelled from Egypt over a
century prior to Hatshepsut’s time. It may in fact have been for purposes of legitimacy
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that Hatshepsut makes this claim, as she was indeed a woman trying to rule as a
traditional male king.66 Thus it seems clear that Hatshepsut’s claim is propagandistic, as
we have good historical evidence that she was not the one to drive out the Hyksos.
Similar in tone, though much more credible is the Restoration Stela of Tutankhamun
from Karnak Temple,67 in which the king describes the state of Egypt before his
accession as such: “This land had been struck by catastrophe: the gods had turned their
backs upon it.”68 Tutankhamun is here describing the reign of his father and predecessor,
Akhenaten. As he himself enacted a program of reinstituting much of Egypt’s religious
institutions after their purge by Akhenaten, the description in this stela, though probably
exaggerated, rings mostly true. This stela was later usurped by Horemheb, and thus this
king intended to use the inscription as a referendum up to and including the reign of both
Tutankhamun and his successor Ay. Similarly, the Great Harris Papyrus, written during
the reign of Ramesses IV, states that in the late Nineteenth Dynasty “the land of Egypt
used to be in a state of dislocation and every man was a law unto himself.”69 We know
that the Irsu described in this document could not have actually been Bay, as he had been
66
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executed during Siptah’s fifth regnal year. It is difficult to assign specifics to the events
described in either the Elephantine Stela or the Great Harris Papyrus as the verbiage is
intentionally vague, lacking any specific dates, events, or names, but the Irsu/Bay figure
could simply be a personification of the chaos of the end of the Nineteenth Dynasty as
perceived by the early rulers of the Twentieth, a condensing of history in order to make a
political point.
Sethnakht’s efforts to legitimate his rise to the throne were continued after his
death by his son, Ramesses III, who excluded Siptah and Tausret from the procession of
kings at Medinet Habu, as discussed at length in Chapter Two. His omission of Siptah
and Tausret, along with Amenmesse, indicates that at least during his reign, the last
legitimate ruler of the Nineteenth Dynasty was Seti II, and this despite any indication of
legitimacy that may have come from the restoration of the tomb of Siptah.
Conclusion
That the end of the Nineteenth Dynasty was at least unconventional in terms of its
rulers is without question, but it is readily apparent based on the discussion above that
rulers of the early Twentieth Dynasty viewed it as something far more detrimental to the
power and authority of Egyptian kingship. The exclusion of Amenmesse, Tausret, and
even Siptah from the procession of kings at Medinet Habu provides clear evidence that
their reigns were thought to have been invalid in one way or another. It may be that
Siptah was viewed in a somewhat more sympathetic light by at least Sethnakht, as the
latter is the most likely candidate for having restored Siptah’s painted out cartouches in
his tomb. However, his close affiliation with the persons of Bay and Tausret must have
made him guilty by association to Ramesses III, as Siptah was omitted from the
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procession of kings at Medinet Habu. The legitimacy of the ascension of Sethnakht, a
man unrelated to the previous dynasty’s rulers, was built, in part, on discrediting those
who came before him.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION
This study has endeavored to place numerous aspects of the latter part of the
Nineteenth Dynasty and the transition to the Twentieth Dynasty under a microscope.
Past assumptions and interpretations have been scrutinized, with the result that a number
of previous conclusions concerning this period have been proven to be suspect, if not
outright untenable. Furthermore, new findings relating to this period have been
incorporated into the corpus of evidence, and the addition of this data has had an
appreciable effect on our understanding of these three rulers and the broader context of
the late Nineteenth and early Twentieth Dynasties.
We have seen that the genealogy of the post-Seti II monarchs is problematic, and
the best we can do is to assemble the relevant data and speculate based on the most likely
possibilities. For Siptah, this would mean seeing Amenmesse as a better solution than
Seti II for a paternal candidate, though Merenptah is preferable to both. For Amenmesse,
the fact that he was a usurper who was ultimately removed from the throne makes it
somewhat unlikely that a son of his would be supported by the wife (Tausret) of the very
king he rose against (Seti II). If Seti II were the father, the subsequent discrediting of
Siptah by omission that occurs in the Twentieth Dynasty is harder to explain. As a son of
Seti II, assuming he was the eldest child living, Siptah would have been the rightful heir
to the throne. He would therefore also seem to be less in need of the help of the powerful
official Bay or Queen Tausret to gain what was rightfully his already. The possibility of
Siptah being a son born late to Merenptah would make him at least a brother or half
brother of Seti II and would therefore disqualify him from being the legitimate successor
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of Seti II. This would also help to explain Siptah’s dramatic alteration of his Nomen
from Ramesses-Siptah to Merenptah-Siptah, a possible paternal homage, and would fit
Bay’s boast that Siptah is in his father’s position, i.e. that of king. Ultimately, each
presents certain difficulties, and therefore the matter simply cannot be settled definitively.
There is a plethora of data to suggest that at the very least the young king was not in the
direct royal line of descent, though Bay’s boast of “establishing him in the position of his
father” is strong evidence of imperial descent of some kind. Whether or not Suterery was
king Siptah’s mother is not at this time helpful in determining paternity, for we do not
know of a wife by that name for any of the preceding kings. With Tiaa now eliminated as
a viable option for Siptah’s mother, Suterery remains the best, though still highly
unlikely, candidate for the position.
Tausret, as a woman, certainly was never intended to be pharaoh, though she may
well have had royal blood. The notion that she was a daughter of Ramesses II or
Merenptah is attractive, though there is no substantial support in the archaeological
record for this claim. Most tellingly perhaps, there is no evidence that she ever had the
title	
  s#t njswt,	
  the only title that would confirm that she had royal pedigree. Her affinity
for Ramesses II, as least as it relates to her titulary and mortuary temple, may intimate a
family connection with this king, but once again we may do no more than speculate.
Sethnakht’s appeal to divine appointment and his disdain for his immediate
predecessors need not be construed as evidence that he was non-royal. He may very well
have been a descendant from a collateral line of the royal family, though in light of the
Egyptian standards of succession, this would have given him no great claim to the throne.
The often-made assertion that he had a military background most likely derives from his
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actions as related in both the Elephantine Stela and the Great Harris Papyrus, from his
titulary (the two Golden Horus names which mean “Powerful of strong arm, who
overwhelms his enemies” and “One who smites the Nine Bows”), and finally from earlier
historical examples such as the founder of the Nineteenth Dynasty, Ramesses I. The fact
is that we simply know nothing about Sethnakht’s position and status until we see him as
king, making any speculation as to his military or royal background just that.	
  
With the discovery of new dated inscriptions in recent years, we are now in a
much better position to reckon the lengths of the reigns all three kings. The excavation
work carried out at Tausret’s mortuary temple has revealed that this king most likely
ruled into her ninth regnal year. This is based both on inscriptional evidence on site and
on the realization that Tausret’s temple was very near completion. This would have
required additional months of time to pass from the latest dated inscriptions, which
appear on foundation stones and are thus from the beginning phases of construction.
Contra Wilkinson, there is no reason to see Tausret ruling into a tenth regnal year or
beyond, as her temple was quite small and though nearly complete, still lacked
decoration. A newly found stela has lengthened Sethnakht’s reign to a fourth regnal year,
and as we know his son’s succession date, this may give us a very precise date for the
former king’s death. It also seems very probable that Sethnakht backdated his reign to the
death of Siptah, and in doing so emulated Tausret’s backdating to the death of Seti II.
These new pieces of evidence accord well with the chronological conclusions of Krauss,
who had determined that an interregnum between the reigns of Tausret and Sethnakht
seemed highly unlikely. From the accession of Siptah to the death of Sethnakht, we are
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most likely looking at a duration of roughly ten years, with up to twelve years being a
less likely possibility.
Though their reigns were ephemeral, there is a modest amount of evidence to
suggest that enterprises outside of Egypt’s borders proper were undertaken. Mining
activity in the Sinai continued throughout this period, though likely at a somewhat
reduced scale, at least compared to the beginning of the dynasty. There is, for example,
no evidence of any building activity here for any of the three pharaohs under discussion.
The several dozen faience items bearing Tausret’s cartouche collectively found at both
Timna and Serabit el-Khadem and the stela erected by two of Sethnakht’s officials at the
latter location attest that these mines were at least occasionally tapped for resources. The
lack of any items bearing Siptah’s name in the Sinai could mean either a temporary halt
in work here during his reign, or that they were being mined on his behalf by Tausret. If
the latter is the case, it would be a different tactic than that used in Nubia, where it is
Siptah’s name that appears in inscriptions. The letter found at Ras Shamra is evidence
that there was continued diplomatic activity with at least some political entities in the
region of Syria-Palestine. If the faience vases found at Deir ‘Alla and Sidon are indeed
diplomatic gifts from Tausret, then this notion is further reinforced. There is no direct
evidence to suggest that military ventures were undertaken here during these kings’
reigns, despite Kahn’s recent proposition. Activity with Egypt’s southern neighbor,
Nubia, also appears to be continuous. A number of inscriptions in Nubia proper suggest
that it was still being administered directly by Egypt, and there was persistent activity (of
a non-military nature) here carried out at least throughout the duration of Siptah’s reign.
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Also in Nubia, in the ranks of administration, there is also evidence of stability, as
the same Viceroy of Kush who served under Siptah—Hori, son of Kama—continued in
this same position throughout the reigns of Tausret and Sethnakht, even lasting into that
of Ramesses III. Within Egypt, this same normality can be seen in the all-important
position of vizier, where a likewise named Hori maintained his station from the last year
of Seti II’s reign until the reign of Ramesses III. This stability took place despite the
possibility of overt contention between Tausret and Sethnakht during the transition
between dynasties as suggested by accounts found in the Elephantine stela, the Great
Harris Papyrus and ostraca CG 25125.1 On the whole, though there was instability at the
highest echelon of Egyptian authority, namely the position of pharaoh, the underlying
administration continued to operate smoothly, and there is no evidence to suggest any
shake-up in the various administrative posts.2
Given this instability on the throne through the close of the Nineteenth Dynasty
into the beginning of the Twentieth, it is not surprising that each of these rulers sought to
fortify their claims to the throne once they attained it. First, the choice of titulary on the
part of each can perhaps provide insight into the types of things these kings perceived as
most important to their reign. In the case of Siptah, he alters his Nomen from RamessesSiptah to Merenptah-Siptah, which, in addition to a possible paternal linkage, may also
indicate Siptah’s wish to ally himself with the stable reign of Merenptah, bypassing the
turmoil that took place during that of Seti II and the period of usurpation by Amenmesse.
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This requires a literal interpretation of the events mentioned in the Great Harris
Papyrus and the Elephantine stela, and an acceptance of Callendar’s identification of the figures
depictured in CG 25125 as Tausret and Sethnakht.
2

The major exception here is the office of Chancellor, which was held by Bay from at
least the end of Seti II’s reign until his execution in Siptah’s regnal year five. We do not know
who his immediate replacement was, though his influence was surely appropriated by Tausret.
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Tausret utilized titularies modeled directly on those of Ramesses II either in terms of
verbiage or arrangement, modeled the plan of her mortuary temple on the Ramesseum,
and imitated his statuary as seen in her Medinet Nasr statue and that of Ramesses II in the
Turin Museum, all obvious attempts on her part to link herself to Ramesses II, although
we do not know if this was to highlight her lineage or to simply attach herself to one of
the dynasty’s most significant rulers. In addition to her associations with Ramesses II, she
co-opted the years of Siptah’s reign and styled herself as the direct successor of Seti II,
even calling herself jry pAtt or “hereditary princess” at the entrance of the tomb she
intended to share with her deceased husband. She also replaced the initially carved
cartouches of Siptah with those of Seti II, essentially erasing Siptah from the tomb.
Sethnakht’s titulary, specifically his Golden Horus Names, contain militaristic overtones
which when tied to his depiction in the Elephantine Stela demonstrate his role as the
restorer of Egypt, the one who defeated the undetermined opponents who had plunged the
country into darkness.
In the case of Siptah, we have the unique circumstance where the young pharaoh
rises to the throne without a direct claim, dependent in large part on the support of two
unlikely individuals in the persons of Chancellor Bay and Queen Tausret. Together,
these three are able to create a sort of triumvirate where each is able to enhance their own
power and prestige. The commoner Bay has the title “Great Overseer of the Seal of the
Entire Land,” while Tausret is called “Great Regent of the Entire Land,” both grandiose
titles not used previously in Egyptian government, while Siptah, a young, infirm boy,
rises to the ultimate position of pharaoh despite not being the true successor to Seti II.
This interdependency manifested itself in the monuments produced during Siptah’s reign,
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particularly in places like Amada and Abu Simbel where Bay and Tausret are depicted on
the same scale worshipping the cartouches of Siptah and at the Ancient Shellal Road at
Aswan and Gebel el-Silsila, where Bay is shown on the same scale as the boy king
himself. Bay and Tausret were also accorded the honor of tombs in the Valley of the
Kings, tombs that were of royal proportions no less, which was highly unusual for a nonroyal official and a queen. Clearly this alliance broke down at some point during Siptah’s
Year 5 when Bay was executed by order of the king, but the fact still remains that much
of his claim to the throne came from the support of both Bay and Tausret.
As part of our effort to understand how the commoner Bay was able to wield such
authority during the reign of Siptah, we undertook an examination of the Triple Bark
Shrine of Seti II, which has long been cited as evidence that Bay had risen to a position of
prominence during the reign of Siptah’s predecessor. These assertions, however, had
been just that, with no definitive evidence offered on the part of their proponents. Based
on a new examination of the inscriptions and depictions within the Triple Bark Shrine,
we now know for certain that the original images and titles were in fact those of Bay in
his role as “Great Overseer of the Seal of the Entire Land,” and that they were replaced at
some point with those of Prince Seti-Merenptah, who was perhaps a son born late to Seti
II. This understanding of the Triple Bark Shrine clearly demonstrates that Bay was a
person of great authority even during the reign of Seti II and at least maintained, if not
increased, his position of power during the reign of Siptah.
Ultimately, the purpose of this study has been to reevaluate the data we have from
the late Nineteenth and early Twentieth Dynasties in an attempt to clarify our
understanding of the period and strip away the fallacies that have become a part of
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accepted interpretations. This obviously has the result of raising anew questions we once
thought answered and opening fresh areas of inquiry, however it also leads us one step
closer to a true understanding of this elusive period of Egyptian history. As with the study
of any historical period, new discoveries will most likely be made in the coming years,
and these will undoubtedly advance our knowledge of the events and kings of this period.
It is the hope of the present author that this study will provide a firmer foundation upon
which to build when this new information is found.
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